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P R E F A C E

J.T is -fcarcely necefiary tb tell the reader,

that in the years 1516 and 1519 Erafmus

publiihed his firftaiidfecond editions of the

Greek Teflament, both which omitted the

three heavenly witneffes/ That having pro-

mifed Lee to iniert them in his text, if they
were found in a lingle. Greek MS. he was

foon informed of the ;exiftence of fuch a.MS.

in England, and confequently inferred i John
V.

7. in his third edition, 1.522. That this

MS* after a profound fleep of two centuries,

has at laft been found in the library of Tri-

nity-college, Dublin. That the Compluten-
fian edition, which was not publifhed till

1522, though it profeffes to be printed in
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1514, has the feventh and eighth verfes,

patched up from the modern Latin MSS.

and the final claufe of the eighth verfe,

which is omitted in its proper place, tranf-

ferred to the end of the feventh. That Coli-

naeus in 1534 omitted the verfe, on the faith

of MSS. That R. Stephens, in his famous

edition of 1550, inferted the verfe, and

marked the words lv TUI ovgavw as wanting
in feveri MSS. That Beza, fufpe&ing no mif-

take, concluded that thefe feven MSS. con-

tained the reft of the feventh verfe, and the

eighth with the words lv r,$ ytf. All thefe

circumflances are either ib well known, or

mentioned fo fully in the following Letters,

that it would be a tedious repetition to dwell

longer upon them at prefent.

In the year 1670, the Arian Sandius made

a formidable attack upon the verfe, which

was followed by a more formidable attack

from Simon in his Critical Hiftory of the

N..T. and other works pertaining to the

fame fubjed. Soon after the appearance of

Simon's book, between the years 1690 and

1700, Sir Ifaac Newton wrote a dhTertation

upon i John V. 7. in which he/collefced,

arranged,
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arranged, and ftrengthened Simon's argu-

ments, and gave a clear, exat, and compre-

henfive view of the whole queftion. This

diflertation, which was not published till-

1754, and then imperfectly, has been lately

reftored by Dr. Horfley in the laft edition of

Newton's works from an original MS. la

the mean time Kettner anfwered Simon in

.three publications, in which he has produced

rnoft of the arguments ufually alledged on

his fide, but mixed with fo many abfurd and

trifling obfervations, that to read through
them is no. moderate exercife of patience.

He reckons in the fecond century twenty-
feven 3 in the third twenty-nine, in the fourth

forty-two reafons, which might hinder the

Fathers from appealing to the heavenly wit-

-jieffes. Of the third fet of reafons, his

..eighteenth is, left that text might feem to

favour Sabellianifm ; his twenty-fourth, left

.Conftantine the Grea.t, being then a cate-

chumen, mould be fcandalized ! At the end

.of his differtation he burfts out into the fol-

lowing rapturous expreffions, which I mall

'SPy without attempting to tranj&fufe their

.elegance into Englifh.

a 2 * 6 NihiI
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" Nihil enim mihi gratius quam bene me-

reri de hoc illuftri di&o, quod eft Theologia

Johannea in mice, eft inftar ftella? primae

magnitudinis in Scriptura, eft margarita Bi-

blica pretiofiffima, & ftos Novi Teftamenti

pulcherrimus, eft compendium analogize ndei

de Trinitate, ut alia elqgia in dedicatione ad-

dufta taceamus.
" Latet inexhauftus fcientiarum thefaurus

in hoc excel lentiflimo dito. Hie enimTheo-

logi tres articulos fidei, Jurifconfulti tres ad-

vocatos cceleftes et teftes fummos, Medici tres

animarum medicos inveniunt. Siftitur nobis

in hoc dicto Philofophia et Panfophia quasdam
fublimior. Metaphyfici ens unum verum,

bonum, Logic! praedicationes inufitatas con-

templafi poffunt. Ethicus cernit in hoc loco

fummum Bonum, Phyficus Iridem trium co-

lorum, et Aftrologus concurfum trium pla-

netarum five tres foles obfervat. Mathe-

maticus difcit, quombdo tres fint tmum in

Arithmetica Divina. Muficus Muficam fua-

viffimam trium vocum in textu concentum-.

que h.armonicum audire" poteft. Opticus, ii

quid videt, videt Ipeculum Deitatis et in fuo

iutelledu ob hujus myfterii altitudinem in-

venit
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venit Cameram quandam obfcuram.- Pneu-

matici fpiritualitatem Dei cogncicere poffunt.

Rhetores hoc dictum coniiderantes, affetum

admirationis movere coguntur et exclamare,

profunditas fapientis Dei ! Aulici tres gra-

tiofiffimos Monarchas coeleftes erga fubdito?

in regno gratis venerari poiTunt."

. At laft Mill's long- expected edition of the

N. T. was piiblifhed. Still more and more

evidence produced againft the verfe I Mill,

after fairly fumming up the evidence on both

fides, juft as we fhquld expert him to declare

the verfe Ipuripus, is unaccountably tranf-

formed into a defender. Abbe L. Roger, Dean

of JBourges, pnblifhed, Par, 1715, two dif-

fertations, in the firft of which he defends

1 John V. /.
It ought to be mentioned to

Jiis .credit, that, having examined the MSS.

in the royal library at Paris, he fubfcribed to

the opinion of LyUcas Brugenfis, Simon, and

Le Lonff, and ingenuoufly confefled that theO 7 , D - .
,

.

femicircle in Stephens's edition, which now
follows the words lv TIM ovpuvu? m the feventh

Verfe, ought to be placed after the words lv

in the eighth.

a 3 But
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But Martin, Paftor of the French church

at the Hague, thought fuch moderation as

this a bafe defertion of the caufe. In his

Treatife on Revealed Religion hefpendsagreat

part upon the (ingle queftion of I John V. 7.

He afterwards defended the genuinenefs of

the verfe in three books againft Emlyn's Full

Enquiry, Anfwer and Reply. In all thefe

performances he manfully afferted the right

pofition of Stephens's femicircle. This he

did by a flight affumption, that Stephens and

all his affiftants, competitors, &c. were in-

fallible ; an afl'umption which Mr. Travis has

fince borrowed. Emlyn, it muft be owned^

left Martin in pofleffion .of the field ; and

yet, I know not how, the crpinion of Emlyn
made many converts ; and Bimop Small-

brooke* feems not to have been fatisfied with.

Martin's defence ; for he fays, that little has

been faid againil Mr. Emlyn, except what

has been offered by the ingenious Mr, Martin;

* In a letter to Dr. Bentley concerning the Compluten-

fian edition. See the beginning of De Miff/s firft letter,

Journ. Brit. Vol. VIII. and Felton's Moyer's Lectures,

p. 368.

The
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The Greek-Englifh editor of the N. T, in

1729 threw the verfe out of his text,, and

fubjoined a long note to the place, which,

though it is apparently written with great

labour, does not deferve the praifes beftowed

upon it by Sofipater*; Twells refuted this

editor after his manner ; but he fcarcely quits

Martin, except in giving up the fpurious Pro-

logue, and appealing to the new-found tefti-

mony of Caffiodorus. ,

Bengelius, whofe edition was publifhed in

1 734, allows, in his note on this paflage,

that it is in no genuine MS. ; that the Com-

pluten'fian editors interpolated it from the

jLatin verfion ; that the Codex Britannicus is

good for nothing ; that Stephens's femicircle

jis mifplaced; that no ancient Qreek writer

cites the heavenly witnelTes ; that many La-

tins omit them ; and that they were neither

erafed by the Arians, nor ablbrbed by the

homceoteleutcn. Surely then the verfe is fpu-

rious.
.
No ; , this learned man finds out a

way of efcape; the paiTage was.of ib fublime

* Gommentaries and E$ays, Vol. I. p. 145.

a 4 aud
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and myfterious a nature, that thefecret difcl*

pline
of the church withdrew it from* the

public books, till it was gradually loft. Un-

der what a
:want of evidence muft a critic

labour, who reforts to fuch an argument!
Wetftein and Mr. Griefbach have in xtheir

relpedive editions given judicious abridge-*

ments of the authorities and arguments on

both fides ; but from the neceflary brevity of

notes, fome previous information is requilite,

before they .can be perfectly underftood.

Such was the ftate of the controveriy,

and all the learned * had abandoned the de-

fence of the verfe. Mr. Gibbon expreffed the

general opinion with great exaftnefs'and im-

partiality in a paffage of the third volume of

his Hiftory. Perhaps the hiftorian, who muft

have forefeen many attacks upon other parts

of his work, apprehended none on this paf-

fage. Perhaps he thought, that an 1 opinion

- }

*
Benthy read a public lecture, which is ftill extant,

* v
" ....

.
. ...

and Abbe L'pngutrue wrote a' diflertation, which perhaps

is /till extant, to prove 'this verfe fpurious. Semler too

has written a Critical Hiftory of the text, in, German,
which I have not been able to procure,

which
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which he poffefled in common with many
orthodox critics, might be fufFered to pafs

without moleftation.

But if thefe were his hopes, he was difap-

pointed. -''..,
The Rev. Mr. Travis publifhed three fliort

letters againft him in the Gentleman's Maga-^

zine, 1782. Thefe letters he afterwards re-

printed (4to. 1784), with two others, much

longer, addreffed to Mr. Gibbon, in which

he profeffed to difcufs the whole queftion,

and vindicate the authenticity of i John V, 7.

Afterwards having learned that Sir Ifaac

Newton, Mr. Griefbach, and others, had writ-

ten upon the fubject, he publifhed a fecond

edition (8vo. 1786), with fome alterations,

and a confiderable increafe of bulk.

I had read, though without examining

every minute particle of their reafoning,

Mill, Wetftein, Newton, and I was fully

Satisfied of the fpurioufnefs of the verfe from

my general recollection o their arguments.

But I mull: thus far confefs my obligations

to Mr. Travis, that the appearance of his

book induced me to reconfider the fubjecl:

with a little more attention. In the courfe

o



x PREFACE.
of this enquiry, I found fuch afronimirig in-

ftances of error, fuch intrepid aflertions con-

trary to fad:, that I almoft doubted whether

I .were awake while I read them. But at laft

I difcovered that Mr. Travis was a fbranger

to all criticifm, facred and profane; arid that

he had read fcarcely any thing even on the

fubje& of the contefted verfe, except Martin's

publications. This difcovery opened my eyes,

and made me fee why Mr. Travis was, as

ProfefTor Michaelis rightly fays, half a cen-

tury lehind-hand In his information.

The reader will hardly thank me for re-

peating my own opinion of Mr, Travis ; but

it may amufe him to know the fentiments

of learned foreigners, I (hall therefore give

fome extracts, communicated to me by a

friend, from Michaelis's Neuc Qrientalifche und

JLxegetifche Biblioihek, Gottingen, 1 786, p. 144.

He fays, that " Mr. Travis is indifputablyd * ' *

half a century behind-hand in critical know-

ledge ; and, confequently, unacquainted with

matters univerfally known ; a proof this, that

the verfe i John V. 7. has more and warmer

friends in England than in Germany." He
declares that he ih all not honour Mr. Travis

with
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with a particular review, to the lofs of his

own time, and of his reader's money and

patience; that moft of Mr. Travis' s argu-

ments have been already anfwered, or given

up by the very defenders of the verfe; that

if he were difpofed to re-examine the queflion,

he mould be obliged to tranfcribe his own

iniroduffiion, which Mr. Travis quotes in the

Englifh translation of the firft edition; bujt

though he has not feen the lafl edition of

17771, he might have found the pafl

ticula&

in other authors,. He proceeds to remark

how mamefully Mr. Travis treats Dr.Benfon,

while he himfelf betrays a more blameable,

ignorance concerning the Slavonic veriion.

After quoting Mr. Travis's words on that

fubjea,
"' Now," fays the Profeflbr, let

any one compare my 88th fe&ion, and the

note from Mr. Poletika's letter*, and judge.

I do

* The fum of Mr. Poletika's note is, that he believes

1 John V. 7. to have been inferted in the Slavonic verfion

during the life-time of the patriarch Nicon j for it is in

.the edition of 1653, but not in the preceding editions

printed at Mofcow and Kiow. All thefe editions Mr.

Poletika poffeffes 3 he likewife poflefles fome MSS. of the
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I do not here complain of diffimul.ation, but

of extreme isrnofance."
< '

'

.

'"
Agaiiift Mr. Griefbach, Mr. Travis writes

with incredible ignorance. If Mr. Griefbach

chufes to defend, hjmfelf, he. may; but I

ihould judge it perfectly, .needlefs. Why is

there not a word for or againft Matthser," an

orthodox Athanafian rejecter of the verfe ?

He wrote too in Latin, and might have been

read by Mr. Travis, who feems to underftand

no living languages but French and Englifh.

But perhaps" (and I firmly believe the Pro-

feffor in the right)
" Mr. Travis did not

know.th'at there was fuch a man or fuch a

book in the world."

Ats and Epifties written before the ira of printing j but

neither in them, nor in any copies that ever came into his

hands, could lye find the paflage.
-

Michaelis adds, that it is not in the Oftrow edition,

nor in ancient MSS. He doubts whether the edition of

3653 has it in the text or margin. I am almoft perfuaded

that it is in the margin, becaufe elfe I fee no reafon why
the overfeers of the edition of 1663 fhiould riot have taken

it at once into the text, if they borrowed it from an edition

where it was already in full poficffion, See the latter part

of my eighth letter,
' :

.

' ' '

'

"Mr.
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Mr. Zoellner loudly complains that Mr.

Travis has not only disfigured his letter by
errors of the prefs, but alfo mutilated it in

fuch a manner, as to make him appear the

defender of a bad caufe*. He then adds

that part of his letter which Mi*'. Travis had

fupprefled after the fecond break in his Ap-

pendix, p. 59. It conliils of two paragraphs,

which together would have made, as I calcu-

late, about thirty lines of Mr. TravisY book.

Thefe are ibnle of his words ;
-" Omnia haec

accuratius perperidenti, mihi quidem videtur,

codicem Ravianiim adhuc non fatis certo pro

apographo polyglottorum Complutenfium ha-

beri." Mr. Travis, by the prudent omiffipn

of this hefitating fehtence, has made Mr. Zo-

ellner feem to give a final opinion in favour

of the genuinenefs of the MS. There is no

mark of defect in the letter, as it is printed

in the Appendix ; fo that the reader cannot

.help taking it for the whole that Mr. Zoellner

wrote. Being curious therefore to know how
Mr. Travis had exprefled his promife to print

* I had myfelf obferved, that Mr. Zoellner was rather

an advocate than a judge, Letter V. p. 123.

the
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the letter, I turned to p. 304, and found this

Cautious note. "
Appendix, No, XXIII.

where this letter is given more at large"

JSut who would believe that in Mr. Zoellner's

Jetter thefollowing fentence originally exifted ?

JLxlra omnem dubltatlonis akam> Ji nlhll atiud,

id quidem pojitum eft, codicem Ravianum in re

tritka vix ullius momentt
ejj/e ; non tarn quod non

fujpkione prematur, fed quod wide recens

Stofchio aliifque judiclbusy certe pofl annum

1453 fcriptus. Let any man believe Mr.

Travis hereafter, when he talks of his own

truth, candour, charity, and upright intenr

tions, -or when he is angry with others for

their deficiency in thofe qualities. Whenever

I 'hear fuch zealous (ticklers for truth, they

bring to my mind thofe undetected females

who rail with all the bitternefs and infolence

of confcious virtue againft the frailties of

their lefs prudent fifters. Mr. Pappelbaum

jtlfo wrote a. letter to Mr. Travis on the fub-

jec~t of his^
book ; but, as Mr. Travis has not

thought fit to publim .it, Michaelis promifes

to print it, if he can obtain the author's

Jeave.

Meflrs,
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Meffrs. -Henke and Brunt, in their Annales

Llterarii (Helmftadt, May 1786, p. 385

594), have given a fhort review of the fame

work. After quoting Mr. Gibbon's note, they

proceed in this manner :
" Thefe few words

of Mr. Gibbon, who perhaps never uttered

more truth in his life, have fo vexed the

writer of thefe letters, that he has refumed

'the whole difpute, as if it were ftill under,

cided, and has brought forth this child of

his diligence, or rather this abortion, with a

vaft body, but no brain. -The fingular

good fortune of this work, to be twice pub-

lifhed in a mort {pace of time, has inspired

our artift with a wonderful confidence, which,

he himfelf profeffes ; others perhaps may call

it impudence." They then give a brief iketcb,

of the .work, with fome proper remarks :

they make themfelves very merry with .Mr.

Travis's fufpicions of Erafmus and the argu>

ment drawn from his Paraphra,fes, together

with the accurate chronology of making
Erafmus publim .his Paraphrafes in 1541,
five years after he was dead, and twenty-one

years after .they were written. They laugh
at Mr. Travis's credulity in relying upon

Stephens's
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Stephens's accuracy, and Beza's ocular in-

fpe&ion of the 15, not i6 MSS. ; at his repe-

tition of Martin's miferable reafbns ; at his

appeal to L. Valla, and the only edition extant

in Europe ; at his implicit trull in the later

Latins, Lyranus, Aquiuas, Durandus, Lom-

bard, &c. ; at his
infallible method of arguing

to prove that Walafrid Strabus found the hea-

venly witneffes in Greek MSS. With equal

contempt they pals over his preference of the

interpolated edition of Eucherius to the ge-

nuine ; his fecurity in the prologue of Pfeudo-

Jerome addreffed to Damafus (read Eufto-

chium) ; his confidence in the teflimony of

Cyprian backed by Fulgentius, in the La-

teran council, in the revifion of Charlemagne,
the hiftory of Victor, the Apoftolos, the mo-

dem Greek confeffion of faith, &c. &c.*

Though I had by fome pains and fludy

qualified myfelf to pronounce the fame fen-

tence on Mr. Travis's book, I mould have

* What thefe gentlemen fay, in their concife manner,

fo well agrees with the obfervations fcattered through the

following letters, that, if I had met with their review

fooner, I would have inferted it entire.

frill
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fall kept my opinions to myfelf. My natural

indolence, my engagement in other fludies,

my contempt of the work, hindered me from

troubling the public with my thoughts. I

read with a fmile -coaiteen-dations * of Ma
Travis in print, and found no inclination -to

contradict opinions, which (with Vindex's

leave) could only proceed from ignorance or

bigotry. At laft appeared, in the Gentleman's

Maga'fcitie for Auguft 1788, p. 700. a lettef

figned Eblanenns, challenging Mr. Gibbon

to come forth in pe'rfcn and break a lance

with that valiant knight <?f the holy brother-

hood, Mr. Travis. .So 'much ignorance of

the queftion joined with an equal quantity of

infolence, as well to M'n, Gibbon as t<3 others^

excited my indignation, and raifed an haily

refolution of writing fome remarks upon
Mr. Travis's lettersj and fending them to the

fame journal in which his own firft letters*

and this magnanimous challenge^ had ap-

peared. I meant at-'firft rather .to expofe

Gent. Mag. Aug. 1784, p. 565.* Aug. 1785, $

Sept. 1785, p. 686, 6S7.-*^arch 1787, p. aiu

b
'"

Mr.
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Mr. Travis's way of managing this contro-

verfy, than to enter into the controverfy itfelf.

But when I confidered that it would be little

more trouble to undertake the one than the

other; that it would be a good deed to let

the public know how far they might trufl

big words and bold promifes ; that, though

many were fitter for this talk than myfelf,

fome were averfe to labour, and others per-

haps afraid of confequences ; when I confi-

dered all thefe things, I changed my plan,

and determined, befides occafional animad-

verfions on Mr. Travis, to give a general

abftract of the main queftion. Meafattfem-

per h<zc m hac re voluntas et fententia, guemvis

tit hoc mallem de us qui ejjent idonei, fufcipere

quam me ; me ut mallem^ quant nemmem. In

confequence of this refolution, I inferted feven

letters (which make the five firft of this

collection) in the Gentleman's Magazine
for Odober and December 1788, February,

April, May, June, Auguft, 1789. A gen-
tleman who called himfelf Vindex, in the

fame Magazine for January 1/89, p, 12. after

mentioning
* 4 Mr. Gibbon's contemptuous

inattention to Mr. Travis's irrefragable* de-

fence,"
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fence," added the following note :
* " ACam-

'bridge correfpondent has not rendered it lefs

fo by his feeble ftritures in your Magazine

for October lair, p. 876, Dat vemam corvis."

I gave Vindex a gentle rebuke in my next

letter (II. p. 17.)? ^ut he was too headftrong

to take advice, and replied in the Gentleman's

Magazine for March, p. 225. 1 fhall only

tranfcribe a part of his letter.

Mr. Urban,

Your *
zealous, knowing, and dif-

creet correfpondent, in p. 101 105 of your
lafl Magazine, who is happily exempt from
" s the weaknefs that fools call candour," is

pleafed to infinuate that 7
"bigotry" alone

can fupport the authenticity of the famous

text i John V. 7. This furely is
" 9 the ex-

cefs of Chriftian benevolence." Let this lite-

rary Goliath " I0 beware of meafuring the

integrity of other men by his own narrow

-conceptions."
****** As to Mr. Travis,

" 3 with whom I have not the pleafure of be-

ing acquainted," I flatter myfelf that he will
** J never be weary of anfwering" thofe op-

ponents who " are never weary pf repeating

. b 2 the
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"
the fame baffled and exploded reafons.

temptuous inattention will juftly be conftrue-d.

as " s
a proof of confcious impotence." Let

him therefore,
"

^compliments being -pailed,*

begin upon bufinefs." To him it may be

fafely left. In the mean time,
" 4 will you>

Mr. Urban, advife" his fupercilious antagonist

in a wliifper," not to iflue his dictates quaff

e:e cathedra, though he may have a fufficiency

of learning to fill the chair. But 'does noto
his " 6

good mother" know him too weU to

place him in the chair. Fesnum habet in

cornu.

I quote this trafh? merdv: to fk'e-w hc\v

ready any perfon is to decide upon thefe

points, though neither qualified by nature no?

art for the difcuffion of them, and to think

he benefits the world by publiming his opi-

nion. As if truth in thefe cafes always de-

pended upon a majority of voices I

But beihs tired of this tedious naetlrod ofo

publication, I quitted it, as foon as I had

fin iftied the fubjed of Greek MSS. with a

promiie to refume the difpute in another

form. Some time afterwards, while thefe

letters were in theprefs, Mr. Travis fent to the

Gentleman's
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Oentiemari's Magazine for January 1790 fuch

n. defence of Stephens and Beza, as Martin

"himlelf would have blumed to father. He
there repeated, almoft word for word, what

he had already faid in his 'book, and I had

confuted. He had not even knowledge enough
to fee, or candour enough to own, the moffc

palpable errors of the prefs ; /but {till aflumed,

without fbarme, a pdiition in itfelf abfurd,

^nd ihewn by me to be totally groundlefs,

the perpetual infallibility -of Stephens's mar-

gin. I replied in the next month minutely
to every article of the defence ; and, as Air.

T*ravis, in his zeal for Stephen s's character,

had forgotten his own, I reminded him of a

few offences that he had committed againft

his favourite virtue, Truth. But he declined

my propofal of retracting or defending s

&is aflertions, by calling me Therfites, laying

that he defpifed my railings, and making a fort

of promife, that when my volume came out,

he would take it into co&iideration. We mall

therefore ibon lee what efforts his ingenuous

temper will make to acknowledge or excufe

his errors.

b 3 I here
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I here perform my promife, which per-*

haps Mr. Travis and ray readers would have

forgiven .
me for breaking. . Such as thefe

letters are, F'deliver them to the judgment of

the public. I fhall make no profeffions of

diligence and fidelity, for two reafons ; I. be-

caufe I conceive, that fuch a profeffion is

always implied in the very circumftance of

becoming an author ; and, 2. becaufe in the

prefent cafe it would be dangerous as well as

unneceffary. For all that are well acquainted

with Mr. Travis's book would infallibly feel

either their fufpicions roufed, or their laughs

ter provoked, if I pretended, like him, that

" Truth was the fole aim, object, and end,"

of the following letters. But before I take

rny leave, I would gladly prevent two or

three objections, which I forefee; -. That

I have treated a grave fubjecl: with too much

levity ; and a dignitary of the church with

too much freedom; and, what is a much
more grievous crime, that I may be thought
to defend herefy, and to attack the Catholic

faith.

To the firir. and fecond objections I anfwer,

that I could not treat the fubjedt in any other

manner,
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_ yV

manner, if I treated it at all. To perufe fuctr"

a mafs of falfehood and fophiftry ; and to write

remarks upon it, without fometimes giving

way to laughter, and fometimes to indigna-

tion, was, to me at leaft, impoffible. For

the firft, let Tertullian* plead my excufe.

Si et ridebitur alicubi,- materits
ipfis fathjiet.

Multa funt jic digna revinci, ne gravitate ado-

rentur, Vaiutati proprie feftivitas cedit. Con-

grult et veritati ridere^ quiet
Itetans \;de amulis

fuis ludere. quia-fecura eft. For

am perfuaded that every attentiYjS^^fc
r who

believes me right in the ftatemenfo'f'my fa6ls,

and the tenour of my argument, will allow,

that even harmer expreffions would in fuch a

cafe be juftified. Befides, I confefs, I never

much admired that mock politenefs, which

exprefles a ftrong charge in a long-winded

periphrafis of half a dozen lines, when the

complete fenfe might be conveyed in as many
words.

Je ne puis rien nommer, Ji ce riejl parfon nom ;

J'apfelle un chat un chat;******** *****

* Adverfus Valentinianos, 6.

/

b 4 Mr.
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Mr. Gibbon, after anfwering an accufatiou

brought againft -him by Mr. Davis, thus pro-

ceeds :
" I difdain to add a iingle reflection ;

nor (hall I qualify the conduct of my adver-

fary with any of thofe epithets, which might
feem to be the e^preffious of refe'ntraeufr,

though I (hould be conftrained to make life

of them as the o.nly terms in the Englifh

language which could accurately reprefent

my cool and unprejudiced fentiments." I.

defire to know whether M^YDayi.? was at all

obliged to Mr. Gibbon far this exertion of

his good-nature ?,
Or who fees not that fuc.lv

moderation proceeds from malice, and is only

affected in order t;o poffefs. the reader with. a>

more lively re(entmen,t againfl the offender J

As a river taft.es of the foil through which

it laft flowed, our ftyle generally takes a tinc-

ture from the laft book.we re?i|d^ This. muft
;

be my excufe, if I have too much difre-.

garded the Jaws of civility, that by reading

Mr. Travis, I have been infenfibly infected

with his
fpirit. But whatever apology I owe

to others on this fcore, I owe none to him.

He thinks himfelf authorized, to treat the

mod eminent men for learning and virtue

with
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with the utmoft contempt and iniojence. He

is the laft man that .fhould be permitted to

be angry with others for railing. Idne alien

crlmlnl dabls^ quod eodem tempore, in eadem pro-

vineia tu ipfe fecifii
? audebifne Ita accitfare al-

ferum, at quo minus tute condcmnere^ recufare,

nonpofflsf

The truth of the third obje&ion I deny;,

I maintain that my book is virtually a -defence

of orthodoxy. He, I apprehend, does the

bed fervice to truth, who hinders it from

being fupported by falfehood. To ufe a weak

Argument in behalf of a good caufe, can

only tend to infufe a fufpicion of the caufe

itfelf, into the minds of all who fee the weab-

nefs of the argument. Such a procedure is

icarcely a remove fhort of pious fraud. Pro

petate noftra tarn mullafunt vera, ut falfa tan-

quam ignavi milhes atque inutiles onerijint magis

quam auxilio. What good can we expert to

work upon heretics or infidels by producing
the heavenly witneiTes ? Will they fubmit to

diipute with us, if we revive fuch ilale and

exploded reafons ? Will they not believe, or

affect to believe, that this text is the only,

at leaft the chief pillar, of our faith, and

that,
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that, like Sir Martin Mar- all, we continue

to fumble upon the lute, long after the mufic

is over ?

What candour or fairnefs in difpute, ex-

claims a Papiil, can be expeded from the

Proteftant heretics, who {till maintain the

oblblete fcandal of Pope Joan, which has

'been fo frequently and fully confuted I What

juftice, rnigKt a Mahometan exclaim, can we

hope from the Chrirrian. dogs, who {till pro-

pagate the ridiculous tale of the Prophet's

pigeon ?

If any expreffions occur, where I feem to

fpeak flightingly of orthodoxy, let the reader

coniider, that in difputing againfl a pafTage

generally fuppofed to favour the caufe of or-

thodoxy, my fubjecl: fometimes compelled

me to aflume the perfbn of an heretic. But

when, for the fake of brevity, lufe the word

orthodoxy in a bad fenfe, I mean, nbt that re-

fpedlable orthodoxy, which defends the doc-

trine of the Trinity with fair argument and

genuine fcripture ; but that Ipurious ortho-

doxy, which is the overflowing of zeal with-

out knowledge which is not contented with

our profeffing the common faith, but would

force
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force us to defend it by all and {angular the

arguments, whether weak or flrong, and all

the texts, whether fpurious or genuine, that

have ever been employed in its defence; ~

which, whenever a rotten and ruinous out-

work of religion is demolifhed, utters as hi*

deous a fhriek, as if the very foundations of

the building were {haken, and the church of

Chrift nodded to her fall.

Yet why defend Mr. Gibbon, an enemy ?

I do not defend Mr. Gibbon, except 'by acci-

dent. I defend Erafmus, Sir I. Newton,
La Croze, Mr. Grieibach, and other Chrift"

ians* But where would have been the harm,

i'f I had avowed myfelf the defender of Mr,

Gibbon ? Becaufe he is an enemy ? Fos

that very reafon I would defend, him. And
I wifh that every writer who attacks the in-

fidels, would weigh the accufations, and

keep a ftricl: watch over himfelf, left his -zeal

fhould hurry him too far. For when an ad-

verfary can effectually overthrow one ferious

charge out of ten brought againft him, the

other nine, though they may be both true and

important, will pafs unheeded by the greater

jpart
of readers,

An
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An impartial judge, I think, muft a

that Mr. Gibbon's Hiftory is one of the

ableft performances of its kind that has ever

appeared. His induftry is indefatigable ; his

accuracy icrupulous ; his reading, which in-

deed is fometimes oftentatiouily difplayed,

immenfe ; his attention always awake ; his

memory retentive ; his ftyle emphatic and

expreffive ; his periods harmonious. His re-

flections are often jufl and profound ; he

pleads eloquently for the rights of mankind,

and the duty of toleration ; nor does his hu-

manity ever flumber, xmlefs when women*
are ravimed, or the Chriftians f perfecuted.

Mr. Gibbon mews, it is true, fo ftrong a

.diOike to Chriftianity, as vifibly difqualifies.

him for that fociety, of which he has created

Ammianus Marcellinus preiident. I conrefs

that I iee nothing wrong in Mr. Gibbon's

attack on Christianity. It proceeded, I doubt

not, from the pureil and mod virtuous mo-

tive. We can only blame him for carrying

on the attack in an invidious manner, and

*
Chapter LVII. note 54.

f See the whole fixteenth Chapter.

with
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with improper weapons. He often makes,

when he cannot readily find, an occasion to

infult our religion ; which he hates ib cor-

dially, that he might feem to revenge feme

perfohal injury. Such is his eagernefs in the

caufe, that he (loops to the mofl defpicable
y

pun, or to the moil aukward perverfion of

language, for the pleafure of turning* the

Scripture into ribaldry, or of calh'ng Jefus-f

an impoflor.

Though his flyle is in general correct and

elegant, he fom-etimes draws out the thread of

his verbojityfiner thanthejlaplecflm argument, j

In endeavouring to avoid vulgar terms, he

too frequently dignifies trifles, and clothes

common thoughts in a fplendid drefs, that

would be rich enough for the noblefl ideas.

In fhort, we are too often reminded of that

great man, Mr. Prig, the auctioneer
', ivhofe

manner was fo Inimitably fine, that he had as

much to fay upon a ribbon as a Raphael.

Sometimes in his anxiety to vary his

phrafe, he becomes obfcure ; and, inftead of

*
Chapter LIX. note 32. f Chapter XI. note 63.

$ Love's Labour Loft. Foote's Minor.

'calling
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calling his perfonages by their names, defines

them by their birth > alliance, office, or other

circumftances of their hiftory. Thus an ho-

ned gentleman is often defcribed by a cir-

cumlocution, left the fame word' mould be

twice repeated in the fame page. Sometimes

epithets are added, which the tenour of the

fentence renders unneceffary. Sometimes in

his attempts at elegance, he lofes fight of

Englim*, and fometimes of fenfe.

A lefs pardonable fault is that rage for in-

decency which pervades the whole work,

but efpecially the laft volumes. And, to the

honour of his confiftency, this is the fame

man who is fo prudifh that he dares not call ,

Belifarius a cuckold, becaufe it is too bad a

word for a decent hiitorian to ufe. If the

hiflory were anonymous, I mould guefs that

*
Chapter XLVII. near note 19;

" Yet a latent 'and

almoft invifible. fpark ftil.I lurked among the embers of

controverfy." If it lurked, it was probably latent. Chap-
ter L. near note 153.

" The author of a mighty revolu-

tion appears to have been endowed with a pious and con-

templative difpofition." I- might with equal want of pre-

cifion fay of Mr. Gibbon,
" The author of a bulky hiftory

appears to be perfedly free from fuperftition/*

thefe
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thefe difgraceful obfeenitles were written by

fome debauchee, . who having from age, or

accident, or excefs, furvived the practice of

luft, ftill indulged himfelf in the luxury of

fpeculation ; and expofed the impotent imbecilllty^

after he had lojl
the vigour of the pqflions.*

But thefe few faults .make no confiderable

abatement in my general efleem. Notwith-

ftanding all its particular defects, I greatly

admire the whole ; as I mould admire a beau-

tiful face in the author, though.it were tar-

nifhed with a few freckles; or as I fliould

admire an 'ejegant perfon and addrefs, though

they were blemimed with a little affectation.

Yet, to fay the truth, I have one cenfure

in referve. A candid acknowledgment of

error does not feem to be Mr. Gibbon's mining
virtue. He promifed f (if I underfland him

rightly) that in a future edition he would

expunge the words, of'Armenia , or make an

equivalent alteration. A new edition has

appeared ; but I have looked in vain to find

*
Junius.

f Vindication, p. 75. Chapter XV. near nets 178.

a cor-



a correction of that paflage. I am almoft

perfuaded, that the miireprefentation of Gen-

nadius was not wilful ; but that Mr. Gibbon

tranfcribing the Greek from the margin of

Petavius, wrote by miftake uiSovpat for *-

$ovTui. This error has now been fo Jong

publifhed, that it is fcarcely poffible to fup-

pofe him ignorant of the charge. He has

had an opportunity of confeffing and cor-

recting the miftake. Yet frill it keeps its'

place hi the otavo edition.

For my own part, having profeffed in the

following letters to retract any miftake upon

conviction, I here prefent. the reader with a

lift of additions and corrections, which I have

intermixed with the typographical faults.-

If

ERRATA, ADDENDA, CORRIGENDA.

P. 7. \\Z.for p. read pp. N. B. 35. 15. the 9 cxceTs

p. i'2-ji 375. irtcaus the corre- 36, 15. The reader

fpondmj pages ot the two edi- 37, i. fame with

tions; pp. g, 79. mean pages of 42, 9. Aquinas,
the fccond edition ; and ail iingle 44., i. quotes
references mean the fecond edi- 49, 13. that

tion, when notice is not given to 51,2. TjEfV
to the contrary. , ib. 9. E!J

g, ig. for would read could. ib. 13. TJE"; E'; TO IV*

21,39. editions.' 5 2
> 9 Martin, Verite, p. 171.

22, 18. "
thirty-cur ib. it. elf TO i'v

<4- ult. for 5 read 11. ib. 14 16. EV Etrt

85, 8. are, Et 53, 7. a,ua.

ib., so. IV ;cr:r, i%
ib. 8. efficiunt
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55 7- P 33)

58, 23, 24. clearer. Jo

ib. 25. Matthew

-2, 14. addition

ib. 15. *v

ib. 17. tfc

64. penult. MS.)
72,- 16. Le Long only fays that "he

found ELEVEN-MSS. which be-

longed to King Henry. For L E-

VEN therefore read EIGHT, </

Hot out the nextfentence.

74, 8. refers, Emlyn,
75,3. MSS.?
ib. 5. as it may,
ib. 8. fent them

78, 7. ayaQov ^nfna-a/fa,

*3 20- ./or PP- re*d Pi

84, 15. manufcript
ib. pen. a,, IE.

91, 5. Gal. IV. 14.
ib. 15. 80. XXI.
ib. 23. IV. 31.

94, 9. where even

97, 18. it is

98, 4,
%
in ccelo?

ib. 6, 7. Brugenfis's editions,

99, 20. at laft,

110,8. p-27- 43.
133, 22. Jy rtai

140, 17, 18, 19. adds m Chrijlo

Jefu in the eighth verfe; which
is added in the feventh by

1 the

author de Trinitate, published,

together with the writer againft

Varimadus, by Chifflet.

147, 6. farther,

167,17,18. Mark IV. g, c. a great
number of MSS.. adds it in Matth.
XIII. 23. XXV. 30. Luke

182, 6. Add as a note: Bengelius,
who fays on Apoc. XIII. 5. that

Ufcan prints his additions in a

different character, miftook the
edition of 1698 for Ufcan's.

288, 16. My memory has heregrofsly
deceived me. For meant to print
read printed, and blot out the note,

190,14. fcripture?

218,12. add; And Mr.Griefbach
informs us, Symbol. Crit. p. 225.
that the French King's MS. No.
60. reads, v.a.} cl TJEI? TO i'v els-jr,

the precife words quoted in the

dialogue.

223, 6. add this ficte : From this

place to 1. 17. except the paren-
thefis, the Emperor Juftin II. has

ftolen word for word in his epif-
tle to all the Chriftians in the

-world; and towards the end of
the epiftle employs almoft the

very words of the parenthefis,

E-uagrius Hift. Ecclef. V. 4. p.

422.

229. 5. in the epiftle for

ib. 11. Inftead of/furious I ought
rather to have laid interpolated.
The words licet carnaliter et vijl-

biliter corporis etfanguinis Chrijll

Jacrdmentum dentibtts premant are

rejefted by all the MSS. (about
twenty) that have been collated

by the Louvain and the Paris edi-

tors. Aieguftine, Trafi. in Joann.
XXVI. near the end.

236. Note-r. Gombejis, Graec.^^Patr.

. Auflar. Noviff. Part II. p. 215.

272, 7. On the 'word Father* add
this note : * How eafily this might

happen, will appear from the fol-

lowing paflage of Epiphanius,

Hzr.LXVI.6g. p.6gi...OiSE?
yf 2vt ETEjof fleof- aXXa efj TroJog

l| oZ TO, B-avJ) mu ef? Kwpiof Iritrovy

Xpirof, J<
J

ou ri iravlct, xdi iv wvEu/ua
*ro ayiov, Iy cai TO, TTavla, oucra, h

"Jftaj, jwia fi 8soTjj.

275. note . Hesref. XXX. 30. p.

156.

292, 19. Read,for thefake of clear-,

nefs, happened to authors.

293, 7. dele a

301, 26. Add this note on "
tnontefj^

*feros\"
* I follow Markland'a

emendation, which Mr.Hcyne has

mifreprefented. He imputes to

Markland an abfurd reading, mon-

tefq\ feras, Jilvafque, and con-

demns the emendation for its

aukward arrangement of the

mourners, in putting the wild
beaftsbetween the mountains and
woods. I mention this overfigbr,

merely to ftrengthen an opinion,
which I have long entertained,

and fhall always refolutelydcfend,
THAT ALL MEN AR.K LIABLE
TO ERROR. ,

5- would baVe been.

316.
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316. antep. or even

322, 11, 14. Pridlley

344 (or 345. for I have no proof ly

we), after Rom. VIII. 16. add:

Compare aJfp the nineteenth chap-
ter of the firfl book. And on the

end ofthe -paragraph add thh note:

InSirmond's works, Vol. I. p.377

400. is an anonymous treatile,

entitled, Brcviarium Fidei adver-

fus Ananas ; the author of which
borrows the fubftance of great

part of the third book, with ad-

ditions, tranfpofitions, and altera-

tions ; but he too is filent upon
the text of the three heavenly
witneffcs.

354, 17. fifth.

381, 15. or by chance.

If I difcover any frefh mrftakes, I {hall be

happy to have an early opportunity of cor-

redYmg them. I mould be extremely obliged

to the candour or curiofity of the public, if

they would give me this opportunity by call-

ing for a fecond edition. On that joyful oc-

cafion, I engage to amend all the errors de-

teted in this book, either by myfelf or others.

Nor will I blot out the traces of thefe errors,

as if I was afhamed of the common lot of

authorfhip, but let them remain, and fubjoin

to each a correcting note. This will, I think,-

be the furefr. pledge of the innocence of my
intentions, if any of my rniftakes mould

chance to wear a fufpicious appearance. With

refpect to a public confeffion of error, I mould

think it a duty, and not a merit, if I did

not fee/ how reluctantly and ungracefully
moft men fubmit to it. My example there-

fore may perhaps conduce to the inftruction
'

of
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of younger or more bafhful authors, whom
the clread of a recantation, natural in the

outfet of a literary career, might tempt to

dangerous and dimoneft concealments. I

mould rejoice to be able to add, that my
example may conduce to the inftru 6:1011, of

pofterity, if I were not too well acquainted

with the weaknefs both of my own and my
adverfaries abilities, to nourifh fo groundlefs

an hope. Mr. Travis and I may addrefs our

letters to pofterity ; but they will never be dc~

Ifaered according to the direction.

c 2 CON-
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T O

Rev d Mr. TRAF IS.

LETTER I.

SIR,

JL AM of the fame opinion with your friend

Eblanenfis *
upon the pafTage quoted from

Gennadius by Mr. Gibbon (which Mr. Davis {-

mentioned before you) and I think that Mr.

Gibbon is bound in honour to retract and

amend that fentence of his hiftory. I alfo

think that Mr. Travis' s book is a competition

fcarcely to be
parallelled in any age^ but not for

j

* Gentleman's Magazine for Auguft 1788, p. 701.
* Gentleman's Mag. 1782, p. 181. 1784. p. 419.

B >'
, thofe



t *

thofe qualities which Eblanenfis fiippoles*

For, in my judgment, the character which

you give of Dr. Benfoa's duTertation (p. 98,

221) will much better fuit yourown book; that

44 for intrepidity of afiertion, dirmgenuoufnefs
of quotation, and defe&ivenefs of conclunon,

it has no equal, ftands aloof beyond all pa-

rallel, as far. as my reading extends, either

in ancient or modern times !"

Since this question, after having been long

decided, is now revived, I mean to trouble

you with fome animadvernons on your ma-

nagement of the controversy. But firflletme

pay a juft tribute of praiie to your candid

and ingenuous temper. You had got a con-

ceit into your head, that Erafmus did not

publifh Valla's Commentary before 1526 ;

and, in confequence of this blunder, went

on to charge Erafmus with a wilful fup-

preffion of the truth. Can a man, who writes

of others at this rate, expect any tendernefs

for his own errors? When you found out,

what you ought to have known long before,

that Erafmus did publifh Valla in 1505, you
omitted the pafla'ges in your book which con-

tradicted that fact, but without making the-

ilighteil



flighted apology for this fhameful treatment

of Erafmus. On the contrary, you labour

to bring frefh proof of that arch-heretic's ro-

guery. For it is a maxim with.you, Sir, that

all Arians are wholly poffefled by the devil,

and that it is impoffible fq
;
r them to quotefair-

ly-,
to argue candidly; and tofpeak truly^ (p. 127,

374.) While the orthodox may fay what

they pleafe, and their bare word is taken

without farther enquiry ; nay, even Ame-
lotte's teflimony was urged as an argument
in the firft edition, but omitted in the fecond,

at the defire perhaps of forne cautious friend,

who feared it would be too barefaced an in-

fult upon any tolerably well-informed reader.

In the i yth page of your fecond edition you
\ tell us, that you have omitted Amelotte's

teftimony, but being loth to give him up

entirely, you add,
" the deductions from thfe'

whole of this accufation and defence, feem

to be greatly in favour of Amelotte." You,

Sir, blame Erafmus, p. 147. for giving up th$~

conteft in a mofl unchearful and difingenuous man-

tier. If Erafmus were now alive* he might
retort the accufation with tepfold force againfl

his accnfer. But to return. In the fifth page
B 3 ot



of the preface to your fecond edition, yoil

confefs vour miftake about the -time when
j

Erafmus published Valla's collation ; but, at

the fame time, you would fain make us be-

lieve that you knew of its being published in

1505, though not f its being publifhed by
Erafmus. You talk .of the only edition in

1505, which is, perhaps, to befound in England

(if not in Europe.) What do you mean by

the. only edition in 1505 ? There never was but

one edition in 1505. But if you mean cofy?

you might have ipared your parenthefis, and

corrected your miftakes by looking into

Wetftein's Prolegomena, p* 55 ; who informs

us, that he ufed a copy of that very edition.

I intend, Sir, in due time, to produce other

proofs that you have never read through
Wetftein's Prolegomena (whether from idle-

nefs, or fear of being infected with the poifon

of Arianifm, I leave to the cpniideration of

others) ; at prefent I fhall content myfelf

with one inftance, that will ferve to mew the

extent and accuracy of your reading. Your

predeceilbr Martin in his defence of the fpu-

rious verfe, i John, v. 7, had miflaken the

date of Mark's Gofpel for the date of the MS.

itfelf,
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itfelf, thus turning years in centuries
'

and St. Mark into the tranfcriber, as Wetftein

exprefles it, Prol. p. 52. You copied this

ridiculous blunder (errorem valde ridkulum,

WETSTEIN) which Sofipater expofed in his

remarks *. Now let the reader fee with what

grace a candid man retraces his error. Ed. 2,

p. 158.
u The words reflecting the date

of this MS. which were copied from it in the

former edition of thefe letters, are here omit-

ted ; becaufe they may -f be applied to the

time when St. Mark's Gofpel itfelf was ori-*

ginallywritten" Diffident creature \ youfeem
indeed ftill to retain your former opinion,

but will not pofitively affert that the words

admit no other conftrutliion. I iincerely con-

gratulate you on this acceffion of knowledge,

and confequently of modefty, J hope that

in the next edition of your book you will he

farther enlightened^ fo as to peroeiye that

the words in queilion can poffibly mean na*

* Commentaries and Eflays, Vol. I. p. 525.

f Ay, upon proof pofitive, it mujl : but upon proof

^
it only may ; that's avlogical diftin6lion, Ma?

y in CONGREVE'S Way of the World.

B 3 thing



<f 3

thing but the time when the gofpel was firfl

written by the evangelilt. I hope too, that

you will then have acquired a little more

chanty than you pofTefs at prefent ; and that,

from the recollection of your own blunders,

you will find fome fofter names for the trif-

ling flips of your adverfaries, than want of

knowledge, or want of integrity (p. 39 , 79.)
cc But why," you will fay,

" attack with

iuch violence errors which the author himfelf

has corrected in a fubfequent edition ? why
reproach a man with his fins after he has re-

pented of them ?" Certainly, Sir, this would

oe unfair treatment, if you had really and

:;ncerely repented of them. But repentance.,

1 think, is never reckoned fufficient without

reparation. And what reparation have you
rr-ade ? You publiih letters to Mr. Gibbon,

}'\ which Erafmus, Dr. Benfon, la Groze9

Simon, Bowj^er, and Mr. Gibbon himfelf,

'ire frequently taxed, in the .plainer!: terms,

.viih ignorance or difhonefly. Inaqueftion
rhat branches itfelf out into fo many minute

particulars, it is difncult for the moil cautious

.- ; iagacious critic to fteer clear of all miftakes.

lie might hope, however, in cafe of error, for

a milder
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a milder alternative (or, if you pleafe, two

milder alternatives , p. 9, 79, So, 143, 325,

326) than what you, Sir, have thought fit to

grant thofe unhappy men. Did it never oc-

cur to you, while you were reviling your own

work, and correcting fome of the mod no
tprious errors, that it was poffible for the of-

fences, which you punifh in others with fuch

feverity, to be the mere offspring of inadver-

tence and human infirmity ? For hafle you
would hardly admit as a good excufe ; at leafb

you feem to have difclaimed this plea for

yourfelf, p. 127, 375, though your friend

Eblanenfis is. not afliamed to make this

wretched apology for you. Would you be

content to have thefe miftakes urged agamft

you as arguments of your own want of know-

ledge, or 'want of integrity f And why (hould

you think lefs favourably of others, unlefs

plain proof appears to the contrary ? As to

your correcting your errors upon due notice

and conviction, / would applaudyou to the 'very

echo, thatjhould applaud again, but not with-*

out infixing on two conditions ; I. That you
fhould fairly, without fhuffiing or prevaricat-'

5ng, reca.nt \ 2, That you fhould, in errors.

B 4 of
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of any moment, give a feparate fet of addi-

tions and corrections for the life of the pur-

chafers of the former edition. For whoever

reads the former without the latter, which is

likely enough to happen, will be as liable to

believe and fpread its errors, as if the latter

had never been publimed. Till thefe condi-

tions are fulfilled, I mail look upon myfelf as

fully authorized to cenfure the faults of the

iirft edition, whether they be corrected in the

fecond or not. That one of thefe conditions

has not been fulfilled, is plain to every body-
That the other has not, I think will be plain,

partly from what I have already faid, and

partly from what I am going to fay.

You confidently affirm, in the preface

to your fecond edition, that the errors there

mentioned do NOT at all affeffi
the great quef-

ilon. The oppofers of the doubtful text

had concluded that Bede knew nothing of it,

becaufe in his commentary upon the fifth

chapter of the' firft Epiftle of John, he is very
difFufe upon the fixth and eighth verfes, but

makes no mention of the feventh. * 6 No !" ex-

claim you boldly without understanding

iyllable of the matter,
"

they might as well
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argue, that Bede knew nothing of John VIII,

53, 54. A&s II. 12 22. Rom. I. 20 22,

becaufe he makes no mention of fuch paf-

fages in his Commentary." This remark and

thefe citations are fupprefled in the fecond

edition : in the preface to which you fay, if

I take your meaning rightly, that this error

arofe from trufting implicitly to the infor-

mation of others. Now I would fain know
two things : i. Upon whofe information you
made the aftertion ; 2. If you took it from,

Martin, as I fufpect (DhT. Part. 2. c. 5. p.

196.) how it came to pafs that you changed
i Pet. to Rom. Martin ouotes, for examples

of. Bede's omirHons, i Pet. I. 2022. John
VIII. 53, 54. A5ts II. verfes 12 etksfuhants

Jufqau 23.) Snppofing this remark to be truej

it might, perhaps, feem plaufible, enough to

fay, that nothing would be prefumed againft

any particular verfe from. Bede's filence, be-

<?aufe he has omitted many other paflages,

which yet all critics believe to be genuine.

But if the premifes be withdrawn, what be*-

comes of the conclufion ? Did you mean to

prove any thing when you made this obfer-

yation. ? If yqu meant it for a proof, furely

your-
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your main argument mult be weakened nn

proportion to the weight that* fuch a proof

would have had, if the fa6ts, on which it is

grounded, were admitted. Still I agree, that

the
expulfton of thefe errors has not enfeebled or

'impairedyour argument. And, while I am in

the generous humour of making conceffions,

I will farther allow, that the caufe which

you have efpoufed would have been in full as

good a iituation, if you had never written in

its defence. When firffc I read your preface,

I thought that, not having Bede's Works in

your poffelaon, you had enquired of fome

perfon at Oxford, (perhaps the fame who

gave you fo exact an account of the anly edi-

ilon of Valla) and that this perfon had led you
into the miflake. But being now convinced

that you took your citations from Martin,

I would gladly learn, why you exprefled

yourfelf in fuch vague terms as,
" the other

miftake arofe in the fame manner." Why
.did you not rather fay,

" the other miftake

Lcopied from Martin." I think I can guefs

the reafon of this management. Such a con-

feliion would have Ihewn you to, be a fervile

Copier, a blind follower of the blind, and

would
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would have drawn upon you the fame cen-

fure that you have pafled upon Dr. Benfon;,

pi 56, 119* If you demand, and certainly

you have a right to demand, why I infinuate

Ib injurious a fufpicion, I mail at prefent

refer you to pages 13 and 76 of your former

edition. (See hereafter, Letter V.) If you
are not fatisfied with this anfwer, I promife

to give you fome additional reafons for my
opinion, before I aid my remarks upon you.

Another diiringuiming quality of your ex-

traordinary compofition is what the bafe vulgar

would call canting. For inftance :
" Theo-

** dore Beza, whofe erudition and piety
*

* His piety was fo fervent, that an inftance or two of

it may not be amifs. He wrote a book to prove, that he-

retics may juftly be punifhed with death. It is well known

that Serve'tus was grievoufly affli<Sled with that peftilential

diforder, =herefy. Calvin prefcribed roafting by a flow fire,

as an effectual cure, which was accordingly tried, but the

patient unluckily happened to die in the operation. Beza,

fpeaking of this accident, in a note on 2 Pet. I. 4. face-

tioufly adds,
" and yet there are fome who think the good

man forfooth was very ill ufed." Emlyn indeed. Vol. II.

p. 253, is rpleafed to complain of this as a cruel feoff, but

he had no tafte for raillery. I muft own, to the difgrace

of piety and orthodoxy, that 'Beza orriitted this fentence in

his latter editions,

did
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did honour to the age, &c." p. 6.
" The

celebrated Durandus," p. 20. " This ce-

lebrated commentator" (Walafrid Strabo)

23.
" The good Eucherius "there

was not a bifhop more revered for learn-

ing and piety/'
" The pious Jerome," p.

This holy martyr" (Cyprian) p. 37.
*'

Jerome fpeaks in thefe glowing terms"

(glowing indeed !)
"

Qui fie non credit,

*'. alienus a Chrifto eft," p. 108. But

enough of this drudgery. Neither ihall I

take any notice of your confufed manner of

ftatiqg the objections of the adverfaries. One

thing ought to be recorded to the honour of

yonr diligence and learning, that at firft you
either knew not or entirely neglected, New-

ton, . De Miffy and Griefbach, and very rare-

ly confulted Emlyn, Bengelius, and Wetftein,

In your fecond edition, p. 17, you tell us,

that you are indebted for the knowledge of

De Miffy to Maty's Review. I mail not expect

the reader to believe, but,upon the teftimony

of his own eyes, that in Mr, Gibbon's note

upon the very paflage of his hiftory, which'

gave occaiion to Mr. Travis to expofe him-

felf in print, there is an accurate reference
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to De Mifly ; nor fhall I expect him to be

lieve, but upon the fame teftimony, that

you, Sir, have favoured us with that felf-

Jame note in p. 367. But you feem to have

too high a fpirit to receive induction from

an enemy. I (hall leave you, for this time,

with the following dilemma. If you have

read through De Mifiy's Letters in the Journal

Britannicjue, either your fenfe or your ho-

nefty is in imminent danger : your fenfe,

that you have not feen caufe to make more

alterations in your book ; your honefty, that

having feen caufe, you have fuffered the ob-

noxious paffages, to remain unaltered. But if

you have not yet read through De Mifly's Let-

ters, I call upon you to juftify your indolence
"

to the public ; an indolence, which in any

writer, who afpires to the character of a

patient and impartial invefligator (p. 375^
amounts to a criminal inattentioru ~Sed htec

fuerit nobis, tanquam levis armaturte^ prima
*

orationh excurfio; nunc comm'mus agamus, expe-

riamurque, Ji poffimus cornua commonere difpuia-

tionis tutf.

POSTSCRIPT.



POSTSCRIPT..

EYPHKAl What I defpaired of finding,

chance at lafl threw in my way. Many
fleeplefs nights did I pafs. in endeavour-

ing to difcover why Mr. Travis, in copy-

ing Martin, mould change I Pet, into Rom.

But looking into the Englim tranflation of

Martin's book, I faw the reafon of the

miftake. The tranflator, p. 108, inftead

of faying St. Peter's firft Epiftle, fays, St.

Paul's jfry? Eplflle.
Mr. Travis folidly reaibn-

ed, that St. Paul's firft Epiftle was in our

Teftarnents the Epiille to the Romans ; let

it down without farther enquiry, and fulfilled

the old adage by robbing Peter to give to

Paul. Are Bede's Works fo very fcarce or

expenfive, that they were inacceffible to Mr.

Travis ? Had he no correfpondent at Cam-

bridge or Oxford to examine them for him ?

Qr could not " THE (where merit is pre-

eminently confpicuous, epithets
are needlefs)

"
PRELATE, to whom Mr. Travis's work is

"
humbly infcribed," p. 357, lend him a

copy ? Gentle reader, ajdmire this patient

and impartial wve/ltgator, who takes a quo-

tation
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tation at fecond-hand, and that he ma]f

enjoy every poflible opportunity of blunder-

ing, conduits even the copy of a copy.

Thus in his firfl edition, p. 76. he quotes

xvrsXapEv for <zve\Kpev, a mere typographical

error in the Englilh tranflation of Martin.

To the fame caufe are owing the quotation

and reference, both inaccurate, p. 74, 1 64.

N. B. See Vindex's remark upon the

former part of this letter, in the preface, or

in the Gentleman's Magazine for January,

1789, p. 12.

LETTE



LETTER II.

SIR,

1 HEREBY give notice, once for all,

to you and my readers, that I pretend not

to produce any new arguments upon fo

beaten a topic as I have chofen. It will be

enough for me, if I can colle<l what is fcatter-

ed through many works ; difpofe in a better

order, or fet in a clearer light, what others

have written ; fo that thofe who want

leifure or courage to wade through the

whole controverfy may form fome general

notion of the difpute, without the labour

.of collecting and comparing a multitude of

polemical authors, or the danger of being
milled by the hardy aflertions of a partial

and fophifticaldeclaimer. Perhaps, after this

confeffion, I (hall be thought to iland in

need of fome excufe. I mall therefore fhelter

myfelf under the example of Mr. Travis,

who has himfelf condefcended to pick up the

blunted
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blunted weapons that poor Martiri wielded

without fuccefs,.and to brandifli them againft

the Philiftines, As the orthodox
'

are never

weary of repeating the fame baffled and ex-

ploded reafons, we heretics muft never be

weary of anfweririg them. For filerice, as I

learn from you, Sir, p. 369, is
a a proof of

confcious impotence. I once thought that it

might fometimes proceed from contempt*.
But left you fhould be wife in your own con-

ceit, you fhall be anfwered. I call myfelf

an heretic, becaufe I know that the difbelief
.:<&

of-the authenticity of this text is the Shib-

boleth of the party; and that it would be.

equally abfurd and fruitlefs, after the rafh

and unguarded opinion that I have advanced,

* Vindex alfo,
3 with whom I have not the pleafure of

being acquainted, in the Gent. Mag. 1789, p. 12, attributes

Mr. Gibbon's inattention, with greatjuftice, in iny opinion,

to contempt. In anfwer to V index's note, I would 4 ad-

vife him in a whifper, to temper his zeal with a little know-*

ledge and difcretion* I muft tell hirri at the fame time,

that the flrittures^ which he obligingly calls feeble, did not

profefs to enter into the merits of the caufe, but only to

convift Mr. Travis of ignorance and prevarication : in

which, if I am not rriifirifofmed, they have had fome

jfuccefs. ,.

C to
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to make any protections of, innocence.

"
It were to be wifhed," fays Martin,

" that this ftrange opinion had never

"
quitted the Arians or Socinians; but we

"- have the grief to fee it pafs from- them to

" fome Chriftians, who though content to

<c retain the doctrine of the trinity, abandon

this fine paffage, where that holy doctrine

is fo clearly taught, 'fhey have, however^
*' the misfortune to find themfefoes confounded
66 with the fecret enemies of the doffirine" In

vain may Simon, La Croze, Michaelis, and

Griefbach, declare their belief of the doctrine;

they muft defend it in the catholic manner,

and with the catholic texts : nor is all this

enough ; but in defending the genuinenefs of

a particular text, they muil ufe every one of

the fame arguments that have already been

ufed, without rejecting any upon the idle

pretence that they are falfe or
trifling. I

pity Bengelius. He had 5 the weaknefs

(which fools call candour) to reject fome of

the arguments that had been employed in

defence of this celebrated verfe, and brought

upon himfelf a fevere but juft rebuke from

an
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an oppofer of De Mifly
*

(Journ. Brit. X. p.

*33) ' where he is ranked with thofe, "who
" under pretext of defending the three hea-'

"
venly witneffes with moderation, defend

" them fo gently, that a fufpicious reader

"
might doubt whether they defended them

" in earneft ; though God forbid that wejhould
66

'wijh to mfinuate any fufpmon ofMr. Benge-
" liuss orthodoxy." You fee, Sir, what a mif-

take I have made in taking my fide of the

queftion. But there is no help ; it is too late

to recant. Fortem hoc animum tokrare jubebo9

et quondam majora tull. I wifh your friend

Eblanenfis had favoured us with the .names

of thofe eminent men who are convinced by
the extenfive learning and clofe reafoning for

which your work is fb remarkable. They
mufl have been candid perfons, and extremely

* De Mifly's fate too has been fomewhat hard. He
was bold enough to attack Amelotte's veracity and Mar-

tin's underftanding. This provoked a neft of hornets.

Four anonymous writers fell upon him ; three with per-

fonal abufe ; the fourth (who is here quoted) with ma-

iignity under the malk of moderation,

C z open
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open to conviction. * I will mention as

many as 1 can recollect at prefent, who have

publicly declared themfelves on your fide :

Bifhops Horfley and Seabury, Bamptonian

Lecturers, Dr. Croft, and Mr. Hawkins f ;

and Iaftly9 Sir, our
6

good mother pays a

due refpect to the merit of her fon. For I

am credibly informed, that on the 3Oth of

November 1788, at Great St. Mary's Church,

Cambridge, the 'Rev. Mr. Coulthurft told a

* The excellent Dr. Waterland being complimented

by Whiftqn andEmlyn (feeEmlyn, Vol. 11. p. 236.) for

liis impartiality in not infifting upon this text, thought pro-

per in his "
Importance of the Doctrine of the Trinity," ]'

p. 271, to he convinced by Twells that it was genuine. [As
I mean to acknowledge a miftake or to fupply a defect,

vvhencver I perceive it, I think it neceflary to obferve, that

the foregoing note contains the truth indeed, but not the

whole truth. For I have fince learned that Dr. Water-

land had declared himfelf in favour of the fpurious verfe

in the year 1723, but in a more guarded and doubtful

manner.]

f To thefe I ought perhaps to add the anonymous au-

thor of " A Summary of the moft interefting Evidence

on a moft important Ti!yaI,V who calls Mr. Travis's

book, p. 9. a mafterpiece ofreafoning and compaction. But^

\vhether he be in jeft or earneft, depends upon a previ-

ous queftion.

brilliant



brilliant and crowded, as well as a learned

audience, that " the authenticity of I John V.

7, has been clearly and fubftandally eftablifh-

ed." When Ehlanenfis fhall be pleafed to

increafe this lift with the names of his con-

verts of the
'firft eminence, they will all to-

gether compofe a very amiable fet, and en-

tirely free from *

bigotry. And now, Sir,
8

compliments being paffed, I fhall begin upon
bufinefs.

Mr. Gibbon affirmed in that fentence,

tipon which Mr. Travis has written a long

commentary, that the memorable- text of the

three heavenly witneffes is condemned by
the filence of Greek MSS. of verfions, and of

fathers. In a note, he explains his fenti-

ments more openly with refpedl to the Greek

MSS. and the origin of the verfe in our pre-

fent edition. A writer in the Gentleman's

Magazine (Nov. 1782, p. 521) to whom you

yourfelf referred in your firft edition, p. 30*

Sufficiently jufYified Mr. Gibbon upon the

jubjeft of the ofFenfive note. Since the ex-

ternal authority of any text in. fcripttire is-

founded on the concurrence of ancient MSS-

of ancient verticils, and citations of ancient

3 writers.
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writers, it will readily be granted, that where-

ever any of thefe three pillars of evidence be

withdrawn or weakened, the fuperftru&ure
which they were intended to fupport, muft

totter of courfe; and that if all three be un-

found, it muft be in great danger of fal-

ling.

Let us then enquire into the Greek MSS.

fuppofed to contain the difputed verfe. You,

Sir, reckon up {even belonging to Valla,

one to Erafmus, fome (you are fo modeft,

you will not fay, p. 280, how many) to the

Compluteniian editors, fixteen to Robert

Stephens, and fome that the Louvain di-

vines had feen. You afterwards make, p,

282 5, a very pretty calculation (for you
are an excellent arithmetician) and find that,

thirty-one [MSS.] out of eighty-one, or (more

than) three out of eight, or (nearly) ONE HALF

of that WHOLE NUMBER, actually did ex-

hibit, or do exhibit, the verfe I John, V.

7 !" Inquifitive people will fay, how hap-

pens it that none of thefe MSS. now re-

main, except the Dublin copy, which Wet-

ileiu is fo cruel as to attribute to the fix-

teenth century ; for concerning the Berlin
;

"

'MS.
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MS. they will, I fear, rather chufe to believe

La Croze and Griefbach than Martin and Mr.

Travis. But the anfwer is eafy. They
are loft. Either they have been burned, or

have been eaten by the worms, or been

gnawed in pieces by the rats, or been rotted

with the damps, or been deftroyed by thofe

peftilent fellows the Arians ; which was

very feafible ; for they had only to get into

their power all the MSS. of the New Tef-

tament in the World, and to mutilate or de~

frroy thofe which contained un des plus beaux,

plages dans rEcrifure Salute *. Or, if all

thefe poflibilities. fhould fail, the devil may
play his part in the drama to great advan-

tage. For it is a fact of which Beza po/i-

ttvely affures us, that the devil has been tam-

pering with the text, i Tim. III. 1 6 ; and

that Erafmus lent him an helping hand,

Beza indeed, being a man brimful of can-

dour, fubjoins, that he believes Erafmus af-

fifted Satan unwittingly f. This perhaps

may

* Martin.

f A diabolo depravatum : cui fane hac in parte (dicatjft

enim libere qyod res ell) fuam operam imprudent quidem



may be fome excufe for Erafmus. But what

hopes offalvation are left for your Wetfteins,.

yonr Grieibachs, your Sofipaters, who have

the front to perfift in their damnable errors ;

the two firfr, in fpite of 350 pages of Berri-

man, the other in fpite of 400 of Mr. Travis.

After all, I rather prefer the fupporition that

the Arians deftroyed the faid MSS. becaufe it

mews the orthodox in fo fuperior a light ;

who have not, to my knowledge at leafr,

deftroyed a fingle MS. that omitted their

darling text, while the Arians, in lefs than

a century and half, fuppreffed thirty that

contained it. Yet let us hear what may be

faid in their favour ; not out of tendernefs to

them (they defgrve no mercy) but merely
for our own juftification.

The earlieft collator ofGreek MSS. of the-

New Teftament was Laurentius Valla, who

Lad feven, according to you, Sir, p. 18. For

this, p. 144, you quote his note on John VII.

29, where it feems, Valla ^
pofitively af-

(fic enlm arlitror) fed fuam operam tamen Erafmus com-

modavit. In Beza's firft edition it is. sic ENIM MALQ

-ARBITRARI. Lenior et melhr fis accedente feneffa ! Sec

above. Letter I. p. 5, note.

firm's"



firms" it. I can fee no pcjitfoffnefs in Valla's
t' /'" J. *f

'

-t/ ..

'

;

^xpreffion ; however, it is a word of exceed-

ing good command, and is of great ufe elfe-

where, as in np. 1^8,247, 280,296. But

I- fee a great deal of
pofitruejiefs

in the afler-

tion, that this poffage wasfound in allValla's

MSS, and is commented upon by htm, p. 19.

Valla's words are, [/ hi tres unum

Greece eft,
ET HI TRES IN UNUM SUNT, sis

sl<n. Now, Sir,, point out, ifyou can, a lingle-

Greek MS. in which the feventh verfe is,

thus read. (I except the Complutenfian inr-

viiibles.) Explain why R, Stephens's fixteen

MSS. ihould, according to your own hypo=-

thefis, all agree in the other reading, which,

is now adopted for text by common confent.

One very notable circumftance in the copies

is, that they are fuch gregarious Animals.

All Valla's MSS. agree in. having in unuw,

fls TO gV st*elffiir9 in the feventh verfe ; and all

the Complutenfian agree with them in this

variation, and with one another, as well as

with the Dublin copy, in omitting the final

claufe of the eighth verfe. Seven of R.

Stephens's MSS. omit the words r *Tsfyitort

and the other nine, if we may believe Mr.

..: Travis,
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Travis, for Martin is not quite fo fanguine^

correfpond with the received reading. All

the reft of the Greek MSS. which, if I have

counted right, amount to ninety-feven *,

ancient and modern, oriental and occidental,

good, bad, and indifferent, do with one con-

fent, wholly omit the feventh verfe, and the

words I* TIU y/u of the eighth. You have faid

I know, p. 339, that the words Iv rwyw feem

to have been omitted in a few copies only.

But this is a little pious fraud, which is very

excufable, when it tends to promote the caufe

of truth and the glory of God. If you think

this charge of fraud too fevere, I mall be

very happy to feize the flighteft probabilities

that may acquit you of fo odious an imputa-

tion, and mail acquiefce in the milder accu-

fation of mameful and enormous ignorance.

But be this aflertion of yours owing to fraud

or to ignorance, I defy you to fpecify a {ingle

Greek MS. that omits the feventh verfe, and

retains thefe words. Simon indeed mentions

No. 2247, as Caving the words, lv TV? yn? ; but

* This muft be underftood only of Mr. Griefbach's

lift. See a more exaft computation at the end of Let-

ter V.-

it



it feems to be a miftake committed in the

hurry of copying, and to have proceeded from

the idea of the vulgar reading, which was

then prefent to his mind : I. Becaufe F. Le

Long (Emlyn Vol.. II. p. 277.) tefiifies, that -

having looked overall the MSS. quoted by

Simon, he coul'd find lv ry~ yvT in none of

them : 2. Becaufe Mr. Griefbach, who has

re-examined the fame MSS. with a particu-

lar view to this pafi'age,
fets down No. 2247,

as in perfect harmony with the reft, with-

out taking notice ofany variation. It is now

high time to awake you, Sir, from your nap,

and to inform you, that Valla's note is writ-

ten upon the eighth and not the feventh verfe.

This is acknowledged by Martin, who,

though a fimple man, and totally deftitute

of tafte and criticifm, had yet more learning

and honefty than his humble imitator. Martin,

only argues that. Valla had the. feventh verfe

in his Greek copies, Secaufe Valla is quite

filent. This argument, as every body knows,

that knows any thing of collations, is very

deceitful ; for in half the collations that ever

were made, and more efpecially the nearer

we mount to the revival of letters, the editors

and
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and critics confuhed their MSS. only upon
difficult places, or where they themfelves

felt any curiofity. And to conclude that

Valla or any critic of that age, had any par-

ticular text in his MSS. becaufe he does not.

exprefsly fay that they omitted it, is to pufh a

negative argument much farther than it will

go by its own ftrength. But I mall fpeak

more fully on this head, when I come to

treat of R. Stephens*s edition. Meffieu.rs

Martin and Co. feem at other times to decry

all negative arguments ; but that is only when

the inference bears hard upon their favourite ;

when the admiffion of fuch an argument
fuits their purpofe, they are as vigilant in

ieizing it, and as adroit in managing it as

heart could wifh. You will fay, pp. 288,

313, (foryou have a fine bold way of talking)
" that the invariable tenor* ofthe eighth verfe

in the Latin Vulgate is, with fo few excep-

tions as not to merit notice, in unumfunt ;"

and confequently that Valla, who quotes

iimply, unumfunt, without the prepofition,

* Mr. Travis had the affurance to affert this without

any limitationj Ed, i. p. 100.

from



from the Latin, muft mean the feventh, an4

not the eighth verfe. I muft defire you to

produce a competent number of authorities

for this invariable tenor. I have feeny I be^:

lieve, as many MSS. of the Latin Vulgate as,

you. I have compared moft of the editions^

printed in the fifteenth century, and many
fubfequent to that asra ; particularly fuch as

have various readings ; I have -examined the

early French, Italian, and Englim verfions

(which were all made from copies of :the

Vulgate) and 1 folemnly declare, that I have

not been able to find, even in a; firrgle copyr

even as a variation, that reading which Mr*

Travis affirms to be the invariable tenor of the

eighth verfe. Will he prove it to us f He does

not attempt it. He trufls tofind readers as full

of zeal as himfijjj^wd then no proof will be''~

* This decent language is applied to Dr. Benfon, p.

182. I fhall here propofe a conje&ure, how Mr.- Travis

fell into this ftrange miftake. He knew nothing p
r

f the

Latin copies : he fcorned to foil his hands with mufljy

MSS. and editions; but Mr. Bowyer had faid "(falfely

indeed) that Cyprian has quoted trfs IN unumfunf-, an<|

sifter-
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The whole queftion is reduced to one point*

Valla fays nothing of this verfe in his col-

lation. Is his filence a good proof that the

verfe was in his Greek copies ? By no means.

That exa&nefs of collation which is now juft-

ly thought neceflary, was, unhappily, never

attempted by the critics of the fifteenth and

iixteenth centuries. The method in which

Valla performed his tafk was, probably, to

chufe the MS. that he judged to be the beft,

to read it diligently, and wherever he was

flopped by a difficulty, or was defirous to

know how the fame paflage was read in other

Latin or in the Greek MSS. to have recourfe

afterwards had fuppofed that Cyprian referred to the

eighth verfe. Mr. Travis feems to have joined thefe pro-

pofitions together, and thence to have concluded that the

reading of the Vulgate was IN ynu'm'furit', in which opi-

nion he might perhaps be confirmed by finding it thus

quoted in the treatife de Bapttfmi, annexed to Cyprian's

works. Part of this treatife Mr. Travis has printed in

his appendix, which part contains tne only Latin authority

that I know for the prepofition. Mr. Bowyer has led

Mr. Travis into another miftake, and perfuaded him pp.

91, [310], 311, to give Bifhop Pearfon the notes on

Cyprian, which are the
property of Biftiop Fell. I do

love tkte3 Dofior Fell /

to



to them. So Erafmus, when he publiflied

his New Teftament, gave the printer a MS.

corrected in the margin from other copies ;

and this is the way in which firft editions are

-printed, whofe text is fettled from different

MSS. The editors felecT: one, which they
intend generally to follow, and fometimes

correct it by the aid of the others. But as

the faithful difcharge of this office depends
on the Ikill and induftry o"f tKe corre&or, no.

wonder that the good readings pafs often un--.

obferved or negleted, and that the bad are

preferved or preferred. If, therefore, L. Valla

found the feventh verfe in the Latin copy or

copies then before him, he might be fo well

fatisfied of its authenticity, as not to think of

confulting his Grecian oracles. If upon

coming to the eighth verfe, he found the

Latin MSS. vary, fome omitting hi9 others

the whole final claufe, he might juft caft his

eye upon the Greek MSS. and having caught

the words that he wanted, fet them down for

future ufe, without returning to the former

verfe, which he .had already difmifled from

his mind, and concerning which he had na

fpruples. Again : fuppofing that Valla per^

ceived
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Reived this omiffion of the feventh verfe in his

Greek M S3. is it certain that he would have

mentioned it ? He might know that the verfe

had been frequently quoted by the Lathi

writers of the later ages, as a
1

flrong proof of

the trinity. Might he not therefore be ap-

prehenlive of the clamours of the orthodox, if

he Ihould difclofe fo unwelcome a truth, as"

the abfence of this text from the originals ?

I dare not make the defence for Valla that

Lee makes, who fays that Valla did right, if

the text were not in his MSS. to be iilent,

becaufe to act otherwiie would be to furnifo

ihe heretics Wt'tfc horns to butt tigalnft thefaith.

I can however eafily imagine that in fuch a

cafe Valla might have a prudent regard to

confequences, arid preferve himfelf by a dif-

creet filence from the attacks, which an

honeft avowat of the fact would infallibly

have provoked, N<3r is this, barely, a fur mile,

but founded on reafon arid analogy. In the

year 1698, Zaca'gn^ aa lealian, publiihed

among other things a collation of a Greek

MS. containing the Catholic Epiftles, This,

MS, agrees with all the others in omitting

that much injured text of the three heavenly
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\vitnefTes. Zacagni mentions this ci

ftance ; and at the fame time being .fenfible

that it was necefTary to feem to produce fotne

authority in behalf of the common interpola-

tion, he boldly fays^ that thefeventh verfe is.

extant in our Alexandrian. Who fees not

that this aflertion of a palpable falfehood was

made only to ftop the mouths of the bigots,

and not meant to impofe but upon voluntary

dupes ?
*

.

But what if Valla's Latin MSS* omitted

this verfe ? Certainly it is much more likely

to fuppofe Latin MSSi that want the verfe

than Greek that have it. For the former,

aimed thirty in number^ are real, vifible,

tangible, legible manufcripts, and not like

thofe coy> bafhful Grecian beauties, that

withdraw themfelves not only from the touch

but from the fight

Qu# nee mortales ^gnantur vifere costus,

Necfi contlngl patluntur lumine claro.

I argue therefore that this text might be ab-.

fent both from Valla's Greek and Latin MSS.

(which feems to be Mr. Griefbach's opinion)
s

* See a full and entertaining account of this whole farce,

in De Miffy's fourth letter, Journ. ,Brit. IX. p. 295310*

D and



2nd that his laying nothing about it does not

prove that he read it. But that his Greek'

MSS; wanted it, is clear and certain, and1

fairly admitted by Bengelius. Here follows

a lift of propoiitions which you rnuft dernon-

flrate (at leaft the greater part) before Valla's

collations will ftand you in any {lead.

1. That Valla intended to give a perfect

and exael; collation of all his MSS.

2, That he never miftook, or omitted

any thing through hafte, inattention,

&c. but collated them all and fingular

with the utmofl accuracy.
;

- 2. That from his mentioning; {even Greek 5

3 O
MSS. upon John's Goipel, it follows

that he had the fame number throughout
the whole New Teftament ; though in

another place he fpeaks only of feven

Latin copies ; in a third fays, ^Tres codi-

ces Latinos habeo et totidem Grtecos, cum

btfc compono, et fubinde alias canfulo. Be-

iides it is well known that Greek MSS.'

of the Epiftles, and efpecially of the :

Cathplick Epiftles, are much fcarcer thani

of the Gofpels.

4. That he had the perpetual ufe of thefe:

MSS, and did not only con full- them

upon
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tipon occaiion, as the laft quoted worcSg"

feem to hint. _1

5, Thai VMla's Latin MSS. all agreed mV . .
. a

retaining the feventh verfe, together

with the words m terra and the final

claufe of the eighth.

6. That if he had perceived the want of

the feventh verfe in his Greek MSS. he

would have hkH courage enough to de-

clare it.

After a bluirdefirig note, p. 143, whicfr

would lead us to fliink that Erafmus knew or

Caffiodorus's teftimony in favour of the verfe,

two hundred years before it was publiihedy

you proceed, Sir, in the ekcels of Chriftiaii

benevolence, p. 14.7, to mfbrrri us, thatEraf-
- j '

.

mus at \2& gave up the conteft, being fearful

of the argument deducible from Valla's MSS;
You qualify indeed your accufatibh with ail

tisitfeems. But you play that trick too often.

I find you generally moft peremptory when

you affume this air of moderation*. I fhall
"

therefore

'

";

'''
'f>

'

"

.','-""".* Not to tire the reader's patience, 1 fhall tremble hirri
'.... &/ftV- . ,- .

-
-i-.-i

- "

only with a'fingle inftance, P. 8. It SEEMS impdjjlble to

account for the behaviour of Erajmns but upon one of

D 2 /*/*
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therefore in future omit fuch expletives, and

by contracting the fentence reftcre it to its

genuine meaning. Concerning this liberal

infinuation, be it noted, that rafmus, in his

fourth and( fifth editions fays (what he had

long before hinted in his anfwer to Lee) Quid

Laurentiits legerit^ non fatis liquet ; plainly

meaning that it was not clear whether Valla

had' this text in his MSS, or not. Martin

affirms that this is not the U?ue fenfe of the

words ; that Erafrnus allows-the verfe to have

flood in Valla's MSS. bun that he was in doubc

whether they had any {lighter variations;

(fucb for in-ikmee, as the omiffion of the

words !*T&>? oupavw^ &c.) the reader will hardly

expecl me to anfwer fuch abfurdity. I give

it merely for a {bantling of that good man's

rca-foning, who, as De Mifly fays of Mm,
etoit fait pour deralfonner avec toute la confance

rfun vieillard a qu'tfes
cheveux blancsr &ne repu,-

tdtion populaire et des eomplimens Replaces arooknt-

fairs accroire qtfil etoit fort capable, I lhall

leave tfee fubjecl of the Codex Britaitnicus-

ibefe fuppofttions, &c. p. 9. A
]

proceeding, which MUST,fall-
vnder ang of thefe INS^TABLE alternatives^ &c. Com-

pare ed. i. p. 10. 1, ii. e;(fca. p. 13. 1. 17.

(which
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(which is the famewith the Dublin MS.

whatever Mr. Travis may fay) to another

letter ; at prefect it remains to vindicate

Erafmus from another charitable innuendo.

You affe& to doubt, p. 8, 9, and p. 66, 142,

whether Erafmus could produce the five MSS.
** in which he alledged the verfe to be omit*

ted." I wilh you, Sir, could defend all your

allegations as well as I can this of Erafmus ;

for of the five Greek MSS. that Erafmus faw

(if Erafmus affirms that he hiinfelfy2m> five,

which I forget at prefent, not having the book

at hand) four are ftill actually extant ; the

Vatican is extant, to which Erafmus appeals

on the credit ofan extract made by his friend

Bombafius ; a Latin copy, which Erafmus

quotes as omitting this verfe in the text, is

now in the Berlin library.
10
Beware, Sir, of

meafuring the integrity of other men by your
own narrow conceptions. I have dwelt the

longer upon this article, beeaufe I have feme-*

times regretted that the oppofera of the verfe

in queftion feldom explain their own argU"

ments fo copioufly as might he @xpe6ted, but

ftudy brevity too much, and do not fufficient-

confult the apprehenfion of common read-

era,



ers. Thus fen fe is in danger of being over- \

powered by words, and
reafoning by decla-<

mation. Betides, I mould be happy to im-

print fome few elementary ideas of critic! ina

upon the rafa tabula of Mr. Travis's mind.

For I can affure him that at prefen t he poflef-
les not even the rudiments of that ufeful

fcience.
'

. .

N. B. See Vindex's anfwer in the preface
or in the Gentleman's Magazine for

March, 1789, p. 225. The paffages

which Vindex amufed himfelf with

quoting, are marked with .corfeipond-r

ing numbers in his anfwer, and in the

foregoing letter.

POSTSCRIPT.

.
If I were writing for the learned,- the inqui?

iitive or the impartial, I fhould think that I

had already trefpafFed too much upon their

patience. But that the unlearned and lefs-at-

tentive reader may be enabled, and the par-

tial compelled to fee how much credit Is due

to Valla's lilence ; I mall add a fhprt obferya-

tion or two to prove what 1 have aflerted con-

cerning the defects of his collation." i. In

i John,
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i John, v. 9, the Vulgate reads, Quonlam ftoc-

eft teflimonlum Dei, quodmajus eft.
The claufe

quod majus eft,
is peculiar to the Latin tranfla-

tion. But Valla, who juft now. was fo .mir

nute'as to inform us that the Greek added

two frnall words (V TO) here fays nothing of

three (% piifa In') apparently more important,

2. Though the firft epifile of Peter is, not

quite fo long as the firft of John, Valla has

beftowed upon it almoft twice as many anno-

tations. If therefore it were probable that no

various readings of confequence efcaped him.

in the latter, much greater would be the

chance that none efcaped him in the former.

At the end of the third chapter after Dei in

the Latin copies we read deglutiens mortem, ut

vita teternte hteredes efficeremur. No Greek

MS, has the flighteft traces of this impertinent

addition. But Valla, in fpite of his diflike to

the Vulgate, in fpite of his readinefs at once

-todifplay his own acutenefs and to gratify his

refentment, by confronting the verfion with

the original, was either too negligent to detect

this biemifh or too merciful to expofe it.

I am aware of an alternative that may be

gedagamft thisargument, which alternative I
vH^ ^^ "* ^~^

D 4 ftall
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fhall fairly {rate, and let it produce its utmo$

effect upon the mind of the reader. Either

Valla's Greek MSS. might be more bountiful

than others, and contain this fentence ;

rov QqwroVy I'vat ^Jfj or/i? T?K xluviov

or his Latin MSS, might be more

fparing than others, and preferve the genuine

ore, undebafed by impure alloy. Which of

the two fuppofitions be farther diftant from

the boundaries ofreafon, mufl be left a quef-

tion, till a certain critic mail have made his

eptio.li in favour of one or the other.

LETTER
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LETTER III.

'Tis fit it ihould bemewn what an arguer he is, and ho.\y

well he deferves for his performance to be dubbed by
himfelf IRREFRAGABLE.* v LOCKE.

In fchool-divinity as able

As hethathight IRREFRAGABLE*;
A fecond Thomas, or at once,

To name them all, another Duns.

HUDIBRAS.

SIR,

W E are now arrived at the Complutenfian

edition, in which the honeft bigotry of the

* See Vindex on the ufe of epithets, Gent. Mag. for

Jan. 1789, p. 12. I perceive, from the fame Magazine
for March 1789, p. 225, that he has not profited by the

wholefome advice which I gave him. And how ungepe-;

rows it is, as well as cowardly, after fwaggering and bluf-

tering, to fneak away from the combat, and leave Mr.

Travis alone to bear the burthen and heat of the day ! In

the mean time I earneftly intreat Mr. Travis's admirers to

refrain from boafting of their profelytes and repeating their

defiances. Such quackery is qnw.orthy any perfon who

pretends, tojearning.

editors



editors has inferted the doubtful text. By
/

honeft bigotry Mr, Gibbon probably means,

that the editors thought the verfe genuine

indeed, but inferted it contrary to their Greek

MSS. If they thought it genuine upon fuch

'flight grounds as the authority of the Vul-

gate, of Pfeudo-Jerome, and of Thomas

Aquinus, they were bigots. But if they re-

aliy thought it genuine, their bigotry was,fo

fo far honeft. The fame fort of bigotry pre-

dominated in your mind, when you quoted

p. 286, the barbarous Greek of the Lateran

council, and finding a chafm, fupplied it by
a ftiil more barbarous tranflation of your

own from the Latin. Thus would the Com-
:

plutenfian editors reafon :
" This verfe is

genuine, though it is not in the Greek copies.

We will tranflate it therefore from the LATIN

.VERITY, and reftore it to the context." But

-you, Sir, take for granted without proving

(a vice very frequent in you, though you

reprove others for it, p. 182,) that this
:

verfe

^was in all their MSS.; you hint Mr. Gib-

-bon's. wifhes. to be, that the editors had omit*

ted it in -opposition-to all their authorities ; and

you profefs an unwillingnefs (L e, a 'willing*
'

n.efsj
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iiefs) to believe that Mr. Gibbon- himfelf

would in fuch a cafe have betrayed his truflr*

Aerugo mera ! Mr. Gibbon juftines the inten-

tion of the Gomplutennan editors, and only
blames their prejudice. And who can deny

jheir prejudice in favour of the Vulgate to

have been exceflive and abfurd, after read^

ing the following fentence from their pre-

face to the Old Teftament ? Mediam Latinam

faaii Hieronymi tranflationem, velut inter jyna^

gogam et orientalem ecckjiam pofuimus, tariquam

duos hinc Inde latrones, medium autem Jefum
I), e. Romanamjive Liatmam ecclefiam collocantes.

Or who can wonder that men, fo blindly

devoted to a verfion, fhould fometimes pre-

furne to correct the originals from that ver-

.{ion, efpecially in a paflage,
* in quo maxime

.et fides catholica roboratur^ et Pains et Filii U

Spiritus Sanffii. una divmitatis fuhftantia compror-

-baiur ? But in fact we have all the evidence

.neceffary to prove that they actually paid this

extravagant ; compliment to the Vulgate.

For Stunica, who would have been extremely

glad to have had the ppwer of appealing to

;* Pf^udQ-Hierpnym, Prolog, in Epift.
Canon.

the
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the Greek MSS. againft Erafmus, qotes

none in favour of this unfortunate verfe^ but

reds the whole merits of the caufe upon the

Latin copies, and the impoftor who ufurps

the name of Jerome. You, Sir, to do

you juftice, think there is fome force in this

objection ; and in a momentary nt of impru-
dence or modefty, p. 280, own yourfelf unable
fatisfafforily to account for It. But thefe are

the laft ftruggles of expiring fliame. For

though you faw the unavoidable confequence

pf this concemon, you add, that you have

proved the Complutenflan Greek not to be a

tranflation from the Latin. Your tacit in-

ference then is, I fuppofe, that it could only

come from the Greek MSS. But this infer-

ence is a little too hafty . The Complutenfian

Greek may be a tranflation from the Latin,

though not an exact tranflation. Let us fup-

pofe that Mr. Travis, while he was difput-

ing againft Mr. Gibbon, had the ufe of a MS.

which contained the fufpected verfe ; would

he neglect to produce its teftimony in defence

of this very verfe and againft a man whoi^i

he hated ? If he believes this poffible, qr pro>

feftes to believe it poflible, I {hall believe him



[ 45 ]

either mad, mi illud quod dicers nolo. laik

therefore what could induce Stunica, who is

at other times fcarcely lefs virulent againft.

Erafrnus than Mr. Travis .himfelf is, what

could induce him to be fo mild and tame in.

this particular inftance ? What but the con-

fcioufnefs thathe knew ofno Greek MS. which

contained the paffag.e in queftion ? Twells

Indeed has bethought himfelf of a falvo, and

a precious falvo it is (Exam. P. II. p. 142.)

that the labour of collating the Catholic

Epiftles did not fall to Stunica's mare. In

the year when Stunica wrote his remarks on-

Erafmus, all his fellow-labourers were on the

ipot, able and willing, I hope, to inform him:

of the manufcript readings of this or of any
other paflagCv Forfurely they had fome dif-

courfe togethef upon the difficult places, and

did not perform each man his tafk in lilence

and folitude, without any confultation or com-

munication. If Stunica had faid nothing

upon this Epiftle of John, we might not per-

haps be able to extract any certain concluiion

from his fileiice. But Stuniea quotes his

Rhodian MS. frequently in oppofition to

Erafmus, once upon the 1 6th verfe of the

third
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third chapter of this Epiflle, once upon the

2Oth verfe of this very fifth chapter, and both

times in defence of the Complutenfian

reading. Yet upon the ^th verfe, where there

was a-preffing neceffity, if ever neceffity 'ex-

ifted, of fupporting his opinion by the au-

thority of the Greek MSS. Stunica appeals

to none. "
Where,"' cries Erafmus,

"
fleeps

thisRhodianMS. ?" But the Codex Rhodienfis

was as deaf to the reproaches of Erafmus, .as

Baal to the farcafms of Elijah. No maniii

his ferifes' would ever omit to 'urge evidence

that was fo much wanted and that would have

fo much weight. Poor Stunica moil piteouf-

]y cries out, Sciendum efl Grtecorum codices ejje

corruptos ; noftros vero Ipfam veritatem continere'*

Now if this be not a full and clear confeffion?

that he knew of no MS. containing the dif-

puted verfe, I cannot tell what is. If the

Codex Rhodienlis had been orthodox, he
e

would have written to this'effecT: : ^uldamjane

codices Gr^corum h&c verba omittunt t Rhodien-

Jis vero ipfam veritatem confine!: I .
need not

obferve, that iince this MS. leans very much
to the Vulgate and particularly adds, TOU OsoU

m the former of the two places above quoted,

words
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words found in no other Greek MS. nor ver-

fiqn whatfoever, its omiffion.of the feventK

verle'of the fifth chapter will form a ftrong

argument agaihft the genuinenefs of the paf-

fager. Allowing then that the Codex Rko-..

dienfis omitted, as it certainly did omit, this

exd&lent paffage, why did not Stunica confute

others ? -Either he had no more to confult, or-

the other editors, and not Stunica, had colla-

ted them; If he had only the Codex RhcK

dieniis, why is he not ingenuous enough td

ebnfefs it ? If he or his brother editors had

more, why did lie not inform himfelf oftheir

reading in this place, either from his own in?

fpe&ion-.or from thofe who had
'

cohfulted

them ? They would naturally be anxious to

confirm their own credit and veracity ; they

would be eager to tell him, if they could tell.

him with truth, that their MSS. gave the

very reading which they had -followed in their

edition. When that edition was published,

Krafmus's challenge had been madefome time,

they were giving us a marginal note

from Beatus Thomas , to account for their

eighth verfe, we mould have efteemed it a fa-

vour if they had;added a little poflfcript or pre-
'

.

-

face,
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lace, to inform us of the ftate of their MSS*
in the foregoing part of the fentence; Nay*

they ought to have done it ; and as you fay.

Sir, p. 223, When It is a duty to fpeak, to be

Jiknt "is to be criminal. To which I add, that

where we fhould be fure to gain our caufe by

ipeaking, to be filent is to be foolilh*
" But

if the Complutenfian editors took not this

verfe from Greek MS5. whence did they take

it?" I anfwer, as others have anfweredrfrom.

the modern copies of the Vulgate, from the

fpurious Jerome and the Angelic Do&or*
" This would be to charge thofe lllujlnom edi-

tors with FORGERY." I fhould be loth to call

it by fo harm a name ; honejl bigotry better

fuits the purpofe ; but fuch is the everlafting

fophiftry which you and Martin employ. You

aggravate the faults or negligences of the

Complutenfian editors, of Stephens and Beza,,

into crimes ; and then, from the enormity of

the offence argue.vagamft the probability of its

being committed. Your reafbning may thus

be reduced to the form of a iyllogifm*

Stunica, Stephens, Beza,"&c< did not iniert

this verfe in their editions contrary to the au-

thority of their Greek MSS. unlefs they were

impious
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impious hypocrites, abandoned cheats, noto-

rious impoftors, &c

But they were not impious hypocrites,

abandoned cheats, notorious impoft'ors, &c.

Ergo, they inferted this verfe from the autho-

rity of their Greek MSS. -

. D.

As I flatter myfelf that every unbiaffed

reader will fee through and defpife this paltry

artifice, I. (hall give myfelf no farther trouble

about it, but proceed to coniider the ob-

jections that may be made to my pofition.

You tell us, Sit, and truly too! That the

Latin Copies differ from the Complutehfian.

They do differ ; but only in the fe-

venth verfe by reading (hi tres umim funt)
OVTQI ol

T^elV EV inftead of ol
rgsT? sis TO Vi/

; which

feems at firft fight a conliderable difference.

You of courfe exult upon it, and civilly alk,

p. 184,
" Can any man be fo qjuch a Boeotian,

as to imagine, that if thefe editors had meant

to forge a Greek text, to follow the reading of

the Latin
copies, they would not have forged

one which would have foliowed Athofe copies

exactly ?" I confefs, moft learned 'Theban, that

till I was enlightened by you, I was fo much
of a Bxottan as to imagine, that if the intention

of



of the Complutenfian editors was fraudulent^

they might have wit or caution enough to make
their tranflation vary from the Latin copies, the

better to impofe upon the world by the ap*

parent difference. They would difgnife the

child they had ftolen, in order to conceal

the theft. But I, who poffefs more chanty
than perhaps any other perfon in the world

(always excepting you, Sir, and your humble

admirers, Vindex, Eblanenfis and Kufter*).

will try to give a more candid reprefen-

tation of this matter. *The Complutenfian

editors believed r John V* 7, to be genuine

and determined to infert it in their text* They
alfo believed to befpurious and determined, to

expunge the final claufe of the eighth verfe.-j~

* Gen. Msg. March 1787, p. 211.

f This claufe is- omitted in many of the Latin MSS*.

Mr. Travis., with his ufual modefty, afferts. p. 288, that

the Latin copies have univerfally the concluding claufe of

the eighth verfe. A direft falfehood ! Ufque ddto lee-

iores fuos pro Jlupidh et barctis habet^ quibus quid-vis irri-

poncre Jibi licere fecure fonjidit. I appeal to the read-,

er, whether a man who is capable of making fuch round

affertions wilfully or ignorantly, be not utterly difqua-

lified to manage a controverfyj or to accufe others of mif-

Thus-
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Thus then I fuppofe them to have tirantiatec!

fche Latin into Greek ; 'On-r^s. VJp ol ^apru-

tv Tu~ ovcwut o w#Ifl X.&1 o Aoo? >cai ro

clyiov srvtvpK-) KKt ouToj ol TpffV 'si/ {<n.

to Trvu*a XKJ TO

k) TO T/n-. In their Greek Manufcript of

Manufcripts, they found, cf TP^S- iitnv ol

TO TTVtV'pa KOil TO 'o3p JCOjJ TO dU^tX, KKf

'f TO IV Vi. What was now to. he

done ? They were not willing entirely to

abandon their originals ; they accordingly

patched up a motley text^ and dexteroufly

tranfplanted the claufe xou ol r^ rosy elm, to

the end of the feventh verfe. So that as far

as they could Without daMnageto the orthodox

faith, they followed the reading of the Greek

manufcript. They thought this claufe of

too great fize and importance to be turned

o\it of doors without ceremony ; they there-

Fore fufFered it to ftay, though they provided

it with rather an indifferent lodging. If Mr.

Gibbon -obferved this, he had afrefti reafon for

attributing their condu&tb HONEST BIGOTRY.

And it is no more than juftice to allow that

they at leaft did their work like workmen.

They made good Greek of their Latin ; a tafk

E 2 to



to which the tranflator of the Lateran Decrees

and the writer of the Dublin MS. were

unequal. In my next I intend to travel

through Stephens's, and the other manu-

fcripts that have been faid to contain this ex<>

celknt verfe.

I mail not quit this article without taking

notice of an objection, which you, p. 185, and

Martin feem rather to insinuate darkly, than

to propofe in form ;
" that the Compluten-

fiati reading of the feventh verfe, els TO $V <n,

weakens the evidence for the doctrine of the

Trinity that might otherwife be drawn from

this paflage." Or that the words ? to & .

f <D

may be underflood of an unity of will and tef-

timony ; whereas the fimple expreffion iv sl<rt

muft be underftood of the unity of eflence.

Now, Sir, if I have rightly divined your

meaning, be fo good as to tell us whether we
are to think the former reading genuine or

not ? If we accept it for genuine, and main^

tain, even from your own conceptions, that

the text is nothing to the purpofe of the or-

thodox, all fufpicion of fraud on the part of

the heretics will be at an end, and you will

be compelled to acquit the Brians, of a:

fcandalous
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fcandalous accufation, which at prefent you
have neither courage enough to avow, nor

generofity enough to abandon, (p. 339 341.)

But to me,. I confefs, the Compluteniian
els TO Hv appears full as orthodox as the more

common & alone,; and may be thus para-

phrafed ;
ol TPEIS rt EN 0EION <gp* wvltxZ. hi

TTRES conjunct UNUM efficient DEUM ; in the

fame manner as sa-ovrou ol ATO $ <T<x,pw MIAN
is exactly fynonymous with OUXETI eV*

ATO, a'AA o->H MIA. Matth. XIX. 5, 6, To
ihew my uncommon civility, I advertife my
reader, that I fhall impartially tranfcribe every

argument in your favour that has come to my
knowledge ; but I mall fometimes be content

with tranfcribing them ; for many are fuch

as Patience herfelf would difdain to refute.

E 3 LETTER
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LETTER IV.

*

! will the line ftretch put to the crack of doojnl

SIR,*
.

'

-

XlOW formidable an hoit you are.novf.

leading to battle ! Sixteen MSS. of Rpber^

Stephens, all containing the heavenly w.it-

nefles ! We may however fpare our alarms ;
.

J ':'''. *
.

'
; '...'..' ?>

fqr all thefe MSS.. upon a nearer, infpediou
.

-.(, .

. -
. . , .-*-.. . . :.-; .:..*,'!.< ,.-

will prove Phantoms bodileft and vain* empty
r

^ '

; '.

" ".'*"'*'' -
.

-
"-
'

- ' ' "' - -
:
- ^ "*&'*'.

vi/ions of the brain. I fhall firft lay down the.

real ftate of the cafe, and then confute your.

Cavils. Mr. Gibbon gives his readers the

option between fraud and error, I am al-

ways unwilling to attribute to fraud what I

can with any realbnable pretence attribute to.

error. But if any perfon be more fufpicions

than I am, he needs not be frightened from

opinion by your declamation a For when
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lie confiders how Erafmus was worried for

fpeaking his mind too freely, and with what

jealoufy R. Stephens was watched by the

Paris divines, it cannot appear incredible that

Stephens might make this feeming miftake

on purpofe : fo far, like Zacagni (Tee Letter
7^L .

II. p. "3) honeil in his fraud, that he

furnimes every inquifitive reader with the

means of detection, But as I am content

with the other fuppofition, I fay, i. That

Henry Stephens, and not Robert, collated the

MSS. 2. That the collation was probably

inaccurate and imperfect. 3. That it cer->

tainly^was not publimed entire. 4, That

Stephens's margin is full of miftakes in the

numbers and readings of the M3S. 5. That

the marks in the text are often mifplaced or

omitted. 6, That fome of the very MSS.

ufed by Stephens having been again collated,

are found to agree in this critical paffage with

all the reft that have been hitherto examin-

ed. And, 7. That therefore the femicirclQ,

which now comes after the words k T ovxvaf

in the feventh verfe, ought to be placed aftes

the words i rm yn~ in t;he eighth,

Sir^ anfw^r in the firft place, that H,
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Stephens was not the fole collator of the

MSS. " becaufe there is no pretence^r the

aflertion, and becanfe reafon, propriety, and

probability, are all uniformly again/I it," p.

297. Now this is fo fully proved in Wet-

ftein's Prolegomena, p. 143 144, that I

fhould even be tempted to hope that if you
had read them before you wrote your letters,

you would have fpared yourfelf a con(ider-

able quantity of difgrace and repentance. I

fnall repeat Wetftein's laft quotation. Pater

tneus cum N. C
T. Grtecum cum multh vetuftis

exemplaribus OPERA MEA COLLATUM, primo

quidem -mmutioribus typlsmox autem gramiibus

charafferibus? &c. To which add Beza's tef

timony to the fame purpofe, Adhtecomnia

acceJJit exemplar ex Sicphani nofiri blbliotheca

cum vlginii quinque plus minus manufcriptis co->

dkibus et omnibus pene imprejjis dillgent't^ime
col-

latum. Thus Beza in hi s firft edition of 1 5 5 6,

But in his fecond edition, when R. Stephens

was dead, thefe important words follow after

imprejjis ; AB HEN RICO STEPHANO EJUS FILIO

ET PATERN^ SEDULITATIS H^REDE qitam

diligenti/Jime collattim. Obferve in all this pro-

ceeding the craft of a printer and editor. Ro-

. bert;
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bert was aware that, by telling his readers

who was the collator, he might infufe a fu

picion into their minds, that the work was

negligently performed : he therefore carefully

avoided *
mentioning that circumftance.

Another inftance of this management may
be feen in the preface to his rft edition,

where he fays, that he has not fufFered a letter

to be printed but what the greater part of the

better MSS. like fo many witneffes unani-

moufly approved. This boaft is indeed

* With the fame caution, fpeakmg of his No. 2, (now
our Cambridge MS.) he calls it, exemplar vetujtijfimum

in Italia AB AMIC'IS collatum, a10Xij0Hr. Without fairly

eonfeffing or openly violating the truth, that it was col-

lated by his fon Henry, he. difguifes the fat in a general

expreffion. I have not forgotten Mr. Travis's mafterly

conftru&ion of the fentence, p. 284 ;
"

It was the ex-

emplar, the look itfelft then, (and not the tetfions out of

it) which was collected or (rather) procuredfor R. Stephens.,

by his friends in Italy." I have heard of a learned Do&or

in our univerfity, who confounded the colletfion with the

collation of MSS. but I never till now heard of a fmgle

copy being collected. That the reader may not fufpet me
of inventing nonfenfe for the pleafure of fathering it upon

' Mr. Travis (a fuppofition which at firft fight may feerri

not improbable) I affure him that I have hqneftly copied'

the.very words, and can only beg of him, to verify my
citation by the evidence; of his own fenfes,

? .

-

utterly
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Utterly falfe, as all critics agree, who
taken any pains in comparing Stephens* s

tions, -They know that Stephens has not

Qb.ferved this rule constantly, beeaufe his

editions often vary from one another, and his

third edition often from all his MSS. even by

Jiis own confeflion. But becaufe Mr. Grief*

bach took this point for granted ; not

forefeeing that a man would be found fa

hardy or ignorant; as to deny -it, you in-

fult him, p, 298^ and call his affertiongmyz^

lefs, improbable^ uncandid, and injurious, Tliefe

are the magic words that have charmed your

converts of the firft eminence* Editors and

printers are fuch confcientious people, that

we may be fure .they will never pradife any
tricks of their profeffion, or give their own

publications undeferved praife. And whoever

offers to think that they may fometimes beftow

Extravagant commendations on their own la-

bour, diligence, or fidelity, is totally, voidof&
terary candour and Chrijl'ian charity^ (p 5 9 , 1 25 .)

But an example will make this pofition clear-?

in the eleventh yerfe of the fecond chal)-

of Mathew, all the MSS. the Cpmplu-*

? nay the very MS, from which
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prafmus publtftied his edition, hiaye,

#ead of eupoi'a but Erafmus upon the

authority of a faulty copy of Theophyla&i

altered it to f^o* ; Stephens in his third edi*

fion followed Erafrnns, and /*<* infers. o,ui

printed Teftarnents tp this, day. J can onlj

excufe Stephens by the universal euftom of

dealers who think it an innocent deceit tq

c.ry "up the value of their wares. Stephens

inferted nothing in his text (miftakes except^

ed) which he.didi not find in the Goirxpluten^

edition, or in Erafmus, or in .hjs MSS.

he frequently quits all his MSS. to fofe

his printed guides, and frequently fol-r

lows Erafeius without attending to the
reft^

of which partiality I have alrea,dy given a

fpecimen. Let us he no more pefte^ed with;
jJL ...---- ^ . ;

- '
- J. - i - -

ftale comrnQji-places of honour, hpne&y,

^i|v, judgment, diligence, erudition,

If R. Stephen s's MSS. all omitted the
*.; -.'-' Ji -..-...

|;
,

^

trpyertei paffage, hewould ftill retain it in-

his edition ; becaufe he has the faie vicious
.jfc-r.

?
.-,

* -
/ ' - -.'- . ; *

^prnplaifance for many other paffages,,

put having equ^l feeming authprity.

he ha^. the cpnfent of both editioBs;- for

^rarrpt;. in othe-r places h^ follows ErafmuSf

alone. You, Sir, prove, with acirnirable con-
ffpf-r' Si

, ".'. :.S. . !'; A .' * *v- i .-..< T
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cifenefs, in fomething lefs than fix pages,

(p. 7881, 172177) that Stephens did

NOT take this verfe from the Complutenfiati

edition. Granted. He did not take it

wholly from the Complutenfian. He took it

partly from the Complutenfian and partly

from Erafmus. He differs from Erafmus

in adding the article thrice, and in tranf-

pofing the word Zyw 5 and in thefe four differ-

ences he followed the Complutenfian edition

and the genius of the language.

. Mr. Griefbach aflerts, as quoted by you,

Sir, p. 297, that there are in R. Stephens's

MSS. many good readings, which are not

inferted in his margin. You anfwer him by
a flat denial. This is indeed a compendious
and convenient method of anfwering ; but I

would counfel you not to make it too cheap

by frequent ufe. Mr. Griefbach thought,

that this and fome other of his aflertions

were fo generally allowed, that it would be

wafte of time and paper to prove them in

form. At laft up flarts a grave and reverend

gentleman, and tells us with a ferious face;,

that it is not day at noon. And this trafh

we are expected to refute, or the Mumpjimus
.

.

regiment-
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regiment will boaft hereafter that We have'

not accepted their leader's challenge. Let,

us however undertake the tirefome talk of*

flaying the flam. Firft then I affirm, that

Stephens has omitted to mark in his margin
at leaft one halfof the Complutenfian various

readings. Have you a mind to difp;ite this,

Sir ? Will you give Mill the lie as you have

Sandius (p. 199) and others? Now, if the

collator was fo negligent in noting the vari-

ous readings of an edition, 'Which was printed

from moft ancient copies ,
andhada wonderfulagree- ,

ment with Stephens** own MSS. (STEPH. Praef.

ad N. T.) is it not extremely probable, nay,

morally certain, that he was equally inatten-

tive to his MSS. ? I ihall therefore affume,

what ferns to me fufficiently proved ; that

Stephens' s collation was imperfe&ly published;
which if you chufe to deny, you muft con-

fute Wetftein alfq, who fays that Beza pro-

duces from Stephens's MSS. above an hun-

dred various readings not noticed in' Stephens's

margin. When Emlyn argued from Mill's

authority, Prol. 1226, p. 126, that Stephens's

collation was imperfect, and preffed Martin-

with this objection, that good old man told

him,
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ita, for want of a better ahfwer, thai

Stephens had only negle&ed the trifling va-

riations of the Complutenfian edition, and

fele&ed the important . Not to ihfi'ft, that

by this method an editor claims the right

of judging for the reader, what is trifling

and what important ; the fat is notorioufly

falfe : for whoever will look into Stephens

or Mr, Travis, p. 79, 172, will find, that of

four differences from the Complutenfian upon
this very place, Stephens mentions not fewer

than 'one. He mentions only his orhiffiori of

*k?o in the feventh verfe, and is altogether

iilent upon the adition ofOUTOJ fnpon the chang6
of 7fi 7?,$ yy$ into EV r>jf y in the eighth verie^

and upon tha addition of the whole claufe,

xotl ol rpsis f*V TO w tiny.- After this flagrant in-

flance of Stephen s's inaccuracy, I expet to

hear no" more of his diligence and fidelity.

R. Stephens had fifteen MSS* feven of

tvhich Fifteen ! cries Martin in a rage ; he

laa&Jixteeni You, Sir> qtti
cum Martino errare

mails) quam cum allis refte fenfire, fing to the

fame tune, p, 55^ 1 16, and to prove it, quote
from the preface to Stephens's third edition^

cum fedecim fcriftis exemplaribus. You bright

wits



wits foar far above the reach of

fenfe, or clfe you might have compared thef<^

words with the following-: Its namque placuitt

primo, fecundo, adfextum declmum ujquenommfa

mponere, 14} .prlmo Complutenfem. edltionem in*

itlligas.) qu<x olim ad antiqutffima . exemplaria

fuit excufa. This fentence to. an ordinary-

feader would be very intelligible, but Mr*.

Travis is no ordinary reader. Can any thing-

be plainer than that Stephens calls the Com-,

plutenfiaa edition a MS. when he reckons;

his {ixteen copies in the grofs, becaufe. that

edition had with him the weight and value,

of a MS; And if it was really printed, as

Stephens believed, ftommoft ancient manufcrlpts9

he was reafonable and moderate enough in

treating it as a feparate MS. But if befides^

No. i, which fignifies this edition, Stephens,

had iixteen MSS, his fixteenth MS. would

then be marked No. 17. Unluckily no .fuck

number appears in any part of the margin*

However, as I love to be generous, I will

help you to an argument, that will not only

prove what you want, but fomething more*1

No. 19. 09) is quoted in the margin, Matth.

XXIV, 30, from which deducing- one- foe.

the
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the Cotttplutenfian edition, there will remain

eighteen MSS. belonging to Stephens, and a

fortiori Jtxteen. I know that foolifh people

who are called critics will ftart an objection.

They will affect to think it, with Mill, a

mifprint for 12; (*& *|3.)
but you, Sir, will

wifely difregard what fuch fellows think.

Tourfoul never came into theirfecret, nor to their

ajfembly hasyour honour been united. But what

am I doing ? Teaching the rudiments of

arithmetic to a couple of Clotens, who catffr

take twofrom twentyfor their hearts, and leave

eighteen
I (Cymbeline.)

Whether Stephens had fixteen or only-

fifteen MSS. in all, is not of fo much con-

fequence as the next queilion, how many of

thefe contained the Catholic Epiftles. Martin

(Verite, p. 171) part of whofe reafomngyou
have adopted, (p. 80, 175) fays, nine at

leail ; and thus he argues : If Stephens had

only feven MSS. in all, he would not have

made a particular enumeration, but have faid,

TT. or lv Trac-jv in the margin. If he had only

eight, he would have faid, v. v*.w (adding

the number of the diffentient MS. fuch be-

ing his cviilom in other places. I anfwer,

i. That
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t . That Stephens could not, confidently with

truth, as Martin himfelf owns, ufe the mark
7 - . _\ .

'
.

-. in this place, becaufe the Complutenfiaa

'edition, his No. i. diffents; nor, 2; could

he, confidently with himfelf, fay*
v. TTPW-^.,

becaufe he never does fay fo in his fecond vo-
-

. .

j ~
'-

1 1 .

f

' '

lume, the epiftles and apocalypfe. But you
are not content with Martin's fcanty allow-

ance, your lively imagination hurries you

beyond the bounds of fober reafon ; and in

one of your happy inventive moments you
iet down the whole fixteen, p. 284, as con-

taining this dlfbuted flaf/age. A ioily com*O . *Jf **r O J ,. J ;

pany! What luck old Robert had to light

upon thefe MSS. and fettle the true reading

from them, before Satan and his Arians

had laid their claws upon them! Did you
ever hear, Sir, of any large collection of MSS.
all containing the whole Greek Teflament ?

Or, to deal liberally, let the apocalypie be

excepted, did you ever hear of fo many as

fifteen all containing the remainder? Take
the trouble of confulting fifteen at hazard,

Jrou will be very fortunate if feven of them

contain the Catholic
Epiftles. Or do you

Cloudy believe, that an editor who has not

F defcribed
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<fefcribed his MSS. may have found-only -fucli

as are complete,- while fcarce a iixth part of

thofe MSS. which have been particularly de-

'feribed, contains theN^-Tv entire, even wMi
-the exception mentioned ? Yon inform us,

"p. 275^ (fee alfe* p. 295-6)
" that -it does not

1

follow : from R * Stephens's not. citing all his

*MSS; ta all parts of his Greek Teftament,
-'

eh'at all; his MSS, did not contain, all the
'

Greek Tefrartient.**' But I can tell you what
j does follaw^ .If R. St^phens^s MSS, all 'con*
'

tain the 'whole N.T. either the MSS* Co rare-.

"iy citecJ had a miraculous agreement ,wkh his

text,
' foch as never has been fiiice found ia

any be MS, or Rr Stephens'^ collator was-lb

infamdtiffy negligent,
1 that his filenee and his

teftimony are equally uhdeierving <)f regard,

A -ray of light however piereed through the

Egyptian darknefs : of-yoar mind, wh^en you
wrote the following fentenee, p. 156 t- ""The
:-MS. of R; Stephens- marked i c does-wot

j, /

feem to have coh^'airied the dfpel of St

John-at all ; FoA there is no reference1 1^ this
4

MS* in the margin. But to- what ptfrjtoTe do
'

we '

proloug
- this ch Hdifli play ? Newt^ii,

Wetftein, and Mr.- Gri^fbach -kiiew ja
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rh0uj*ti that Stephen s's N0; 2 was ohce

.quoted upon the Epiftle to. : the. ;R6iiians

*No. 5> twice upoii the; apocalypfe, No. 7$ up-
pn the.A&s, &c. but they , expected .that an

,adyerfaty, who had th;e ieaft lhare of feiife or

Candourj would not build any argunient upon
i the: infallibility of a printer x>r .^oilipofitor*

^hey:knew, too, that $tephens*s margin was

5 fuli.of ,mi;ftakes ;in v the,.numbers of .the MSS*

-,ahd' they Judged it much more, likely that

^j&ould be a"
: miftake ifor fome otherJeter,

( (perhaps for fy than that the .fame MS* which

-in the Qofpels; atid Adis . was {b..prolific as to

/produce near.:-fqur hundred .various .readings,

dfiiould. become ^ barren on a fudden as to

i yield only pne. in the .epiftles* Whoever .can

: bring his imitid to believe this, pofleil*es:a

rfaith that difdains all intercourfe with r.eafon ;
, i .

" ' "
.

:a faifh,that not (only.c,an.remove, but has a(3;u-

tally removed mountain.$. ,Nor would ,it be

: difficult to rectify many of thefe miftakes

j- from- the internal" evidence of the margin.

-For inftance, No. 5, ought to be 15 in both

(places of the. apocalypfe; and, though it may
feem;.{trange,.that :the letters * and fhould

be confounded, I can with certainty

, Fa pronounce
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pronounce this to have have happened itt

Ats XVII. 5. But let a lirigle number be

once quoted in Stephens's margin, you bold-

ly fet it down as teyond all coiftradiffiiori) p. 295,

containing that whole book of the N. T.

where the marginal reference is found. In

the firft place, you take for granted that no

MS. of Stephens was mutilated. Secondly,

though Stephens has given us as vague and

unlearned an account of his MSS, as if he

intended to keep us in the darky we are yet^
with the few lights -we~ have, often able to

detect his miftakes. This argument there-

fore will do you no fervice, unlefs you can

fhew that it was impoffible for Stephens to

err in his marginal numbers* , I know fuch

an accident is impoffible in your creed7 yet

I have been told that it fometimes happens

in printing ; and perhaps you may find, that

in your own enumeration ofStephens's MSS. p.

295> (where, by the way, you have been able

to reckon up only fifteen) by the author's

or printer's fault r is left for *J. I fhall there-

fore, Sir, requejl your permrffion (p. 1 6) to

-believe that Stephens had only feven MSS. of

fhe Catholic Epiftles, and that if any of them

omitted



mitted i John, V. 7. they all omitted if..

To which- important diicuffion we now.

proceed.

Nearly two hundred and forty years are paft

finceR. Stephens publimed his famous Greek-

edition of the N. T, with various readings,*

The marginal note upon, the contefted place,

would undoubtedly fay, if there be no error,,

that his feven MSS. all have the feventh>

verfe, except, the words iv rw rip*w~. But

that feven Greek MSS. collected by the fame

ferfon from different places ; feven MSS. o

different ages and merits, (hould all confenC

in a reading, that no critic or editor has been

able, during the fpace of two centuries and att

half, to rfind in .any othe.r MS, whatever,

Greek or Latin^ is fuch an excels of impro

bability,
as the very men who maintain here,

-would be foremoft to ridicule in any -othec

difpute. For let u,s fuppofe, by way of ari

gument, that fome other Greek MSS. retain

the text, ftill thefe retain at the fame time

the words b TV" cu/>*vwi7 Bfow corhes it ta

pais, that none of thefe feven -orthodox MSS,

agrees with
.
that noble, pair the/ Dublin and

a rejeftin
the finajl claufe o

F 3
- ^'
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verfe1 And what makes the wonder of the

thing is, that the feven MSS. which omit

the words ly 7 cJpaj/ou" mould all fall into the

fame hands, perform the talk impqfed upon

them, and then vanim for ever. All thefe

difficulties you obviate by anfwering, that the

MSS. are loft. If fuch MSS, ever exiftecL
.-

... *
/

_
<

they ;are certainly loft ; but how do you prove

tHat they ever exifted 3 Becaufe R. Stephens

and" T* Qeza fay that they exifted. What
fays the former ? He puts a mark in his

jnargin that implies fuch an alTertion. Surely;

this is not the eighteenth century, the age of

criticifm and learning, when fuch arguments
as. thefe arp heard with patience, and thought

to. need a ferious refutation^ Does an editor^

when he marks various readingsih the margin

of his edition, intend folemnly to pledge

h.is^wpr: ?j, or to take ^n path upon the truth

of every affertibn which thofe marginal notes
- /

' *
. \ * \ -,-

~
** tJ *

virtually contain^? 'If fuch be the -condition^

of - publifting Jin^ien-t'authors^ the publifhersi

^re .of ; all >men .th^ nioft miftrabie ; and nof

man..in "his' fenie|Vvvilt ur^dertafe^^ fb painfu'|

an^
ojfSGer A critic >who

^wit&ut
-

; ,.--,..
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iias': a
"

mjicli better 'chance of avoid?

ing mjftakes; and yet miftakes
; occur

frequently* riotwithftaflding all precautions.

Thus Grotius, in his note upon this.paflagg;

fokmnly dtclarh andipo/ittvdjt affirms* tha|
otirv

Alexandrian ,MS; omits .the final clatif|

eighth verfe^ What would you^ Sir, fa

this, if you found, ,it your intqreft to

fend Grotius f Any, thing father than

fee in the true folution, that Grotius,didjnpt;

rightly underfland: or righ.tly copy
1 the eoJig*

tion that was fent hirn from Eligland^
*-* That Gratius. was a man of fo much fenfe

veracity, that he could; neither be de-

nor deceive; and that therefore th$

Alexandrian MS. wanted this elaufe : that

to fuppbibv:the contrary would be to accufeX *.".-" - w .
* --.---. t *-

-of telling, a willful lie ,| or:

-that

.' whick he quotes, upon this yerfe

the Alexandrian, &c." This, Sir, t

to be the fubftahce of what you woujd fay in

Grotius's defence \ which would make a very

}iandfome figure when it was trimmed h\

jrour gorgeous eloquence, and fpread through

pages in a rnixture of declamation anct

iye, inwhicrji it 'would be offered to teach
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m, that teaching Mr. Travis would.be in

(p. 125 -126.)

But how could feven MSS. be loft at Paris ?

Many MSS. ufed by editors of that age are

ftill preferved. Beza's two, the Clermoht

and Cambridge, are ftill extant, and in good
condition. Moft of the MS. which Eraf-

-mus ufed, are ftill extant, and in good con-

dition. Were they in fafer places or.more
'.'' A .

~" ' '
' '

'

likely to furvive than Stephens's ? Whatwa^S'

jRobert doing not to reflore to the king's li^

brary th,e eight MSS. that he had borrowed \.

Le Long's teftimony would indeed fave. S^e-

phens's honefty ; but alas ! at the fame time

it would demolish a main
fi^pport

of theverfe.

For Le Long fays, that eleven of the verjK

MSS. that R, Stephens ufed (npt jiftten, as

you imagine, p. 128) are now in the king's

library, four of which omit the difputed

paflage. We might hence,, conclude, that

R, Stephens had reftored all the eight that

he had borrowed, and meant to give the 1U.

brary the reft of the fifteen that were hi.%

own. But you, Sir, are fo ofeided with this

teftimony, that Le Long, Stephens, and-^he

world, {hall be lia^s, fooner than this

charmin
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oharmmg text mall come to any harm.

therefore find a trifling error or two.in

Long's* account, make feveral more, and
:

thence take occafion to. fet aftde his whole-

^vidence. But your chief argument is a tacit

aflumptioji, (which I,have already confiderT-

ed) that Stephens could not commit a typo-

graphical error. This however is fo
; irnpqj>

taht an axiom, that you ought beforehand to.

be very fure of its truth. Again, Le Long
fays, that the eleven MSS, in the king's ii-,

"brary^hayp the infignia of K. ^i^ry II. upoi^

the covers. Then, you exclaim, they arc

not the MSS. of Stephens ; far his were bor-

rowed of Francis, Henry** predeceflbr. Tftfc

minor of this argument you have omitted,

t>ut the fame, thinking mintfa^ that you

prefled into your opinion, p. 2^70^ will

compelled, I doubt not, to acknowledge, it

for an eternal and fclf-evident truth, ..vtz. that

* LeLong is miflaker^ i. In making Stephens'sNo. 15-

contain only feven Epiftles of Paul, which contains alfo

the Catholic Epiflles, and the Apocalypfe ; and, 2. in.

making .No. 16. contain two of the Gofpels, which con-

tains only .the Apocalypf<^ S$e ^r. Ti^vis*s. Appendix,
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Ho king- <$ ever fends his Books to be
f

new-

found. I told you, ;Siry in my firft letter,

tiiiifcyou never read through WetfteinY Pro^i

legomenai I now add^ that you have noti

read through Wetftbin's note upon the very>

]5aiTage thatyou defend. For there you would;

have.found thefe- words (to which alfo Le/

tbng- refers,
;

(Emlyn, Vol. IL p. 274);

quoted
5 from* R> Stephens's- anfwer to the

Faris
!

divihes :
-

Poftulantafferri vetus exemplar-*

fejptirideo nofi-pdffe jkr-i^ quod< non unum ejfct,fed

ijttttideclm
r.elhta-m bibliofhecam regiatn, qute inlhi

rfc dateftierant. You fay,
46 that it-does

iidordwitii'tlie known probity of R, Ste-*

, -that -he, who had only borrowed eight
Sl ;ifrbm*'-the5-- Myak library Should retuwi

jtftveh 'thJiHejy for no other purpofe^ as"- it

fhbuitl feerh, than ^o abufe tlie .confidence f
** *

thofe friends, who; had- lent to'hlnvthe pthep

MSS . and to deprive threrfi-of fehefa property .
??

Who told you they were lent ? Qua undtque-

Reg.

lehricp iPvC5alliP

f-
12.
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ftfi&ly to bbrraw-j that

cbuld not havg made1 hin a j&Hent-of theft?

MSS.< The word $/fo'^ :m ^(^kPr&e*
face intimated nbt-hiMg abbat' bofcrowingi But*

Be that a& niayf R. Stephens affcms( tivo1

thmgs/ r^ That he once hadj ^

(not fifteen)
1

;
5 2 l

, That ne; now had* them

longer, bia-t h-ald them fent to th!el

ing's
: II-

brsry. There l:s indeed- a final! inaccwacV^
. : J '

"
' <f

in: thfe account, but of no. confeqirencei.

Stephens prbbably fpofee frbm meniofjpv

The manuferij)t^ had long been returned ;'

^nd it tbricerhed not hi? exaipihersi
- [

i

required Him- -to produce thent, to

the exacl^ hiilory of eveiy MS. its

Ijoffeiffor, &e* It was enough to tell them

in general terms, that he .was unable to cbm^

ply with their demand; that the manufcrrptS

Were goiie out of his hands; that tliey fee*

longed to the royal library, and xvere hoifc

reftored. Qr j^e might perhaps forget the

precife words of his anfwer to fhe examiriers.r

and only retain the fubfence, floweverj if

you chufe to take advantage of thi flight

Iniftake^ and t6 giy Stephens the lie, what

will be^Qine of your pathetic declamationI/----'--.'.
tj

i . i 4- ' '-
'
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worth &tt& -probity and fymt&tr~ (p, 59,
X 25.) J cannot help obferving how amiable

this concern for Stephens's character is, and

how well it fits upon a man, who, though he

is ihocked at the idea of that learned printer

cheating his friends, feels no fcruple in mak-
;

ing him cheat the king, and qarry off the

ypyal manufcripts to Geneva, as his own pri-

vate, property. From this confeffion of Ste-

phens -in the year $552, four years before;

Beza's firft
*

edition, that he th^n had na;

Qreek MSS. in his polTeflioA, it follows that-

Beza never had the ufe of any from
Stephens,^-

and that all your aflertions and conjectured

upon that iubjecl: fall to the ground,

Byt why. Sir, do ypu attempt to qonfute

Le Long, ^nd leave Wetflein untouched ?

Wetftein affirms, that he with his own eyes

fav? at Paris five of the feven MSB. that Ste-

phens ufed in publifhing the Cathglic Epiftles

* Beza firft publiflred hi$ N. T. is 1556, though Mr.

Travis errpnepufty, as his manner is, (p. 7. ed. i and 2)

makes it 1551. hi his feeond edition he twice contra-

dils himfelf, aod %s 1556, pp. 130, 275. With no

kfs exadtnefs he makes (p. in, 337) Erafmus

f^fe ]p JMf4i, feveral years after hijs d.eath.
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5 7> 9> T -arid* that ;t"hefe all omifc Irdrri

the words rwr oJpai/wr to the-- words Iv.TuryuTi'

iuclufive. AnH I Hav'e fueh an opinion of

Wetftein's fenfe and -fepnefty- (though he was

'an heretic) that Lfhall; venture to -

in the right, till you, Sir, talk

more to the purpofe. If you a&v howWet-
-flein carrie to know, that they were the famft

'manufcripts. I anfwer, by collating them jand

rinding them agree with Stephens's margin in

other placesi And left you fhould reply, that

the readings ofthefe MSS. as given by Wetftein
'

fbmetimes differ fromthereadings ofStephens's

margin, cognofce ex me, quontam hoc primum,

temfus difcendi naffius es9 that in thefe cafes a
f

general and remarkable fimilarity is a ftrp&ger

argument for the afBrmatiye, than a, few va-

'Tiations for the negative^ If we rejedl this

'canon, fuch a monfhrous abfurdity^ as this

will enfue; that if a collator makes here and

there a miftake, whoever aftervyards coni\4lts

the fame manufcript, mufl not infer -tjie

identity of the manufcript from the perfeiSt
:

agreement of the reft of the collation. Th|is

. the manufcripts will be daily multtplied^
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the jokitviatio j0f; ;
the number.and^ae^igencc

pf .the colj^tors.

before .-fiiewn that rR. StephensV
it inaccurate, and imperfe^T,

flaqe, 'to point,put fome

In i Pet. 1H. ii> the

;; are omitted, contrary tp

maiiuferipts, verflons, and former editio4s*

is the; effel of fraud or miftake f -If we

.dare to.fufpect. .any fraud, you will remindjus

that fa will become r us- fo confider how .we can

either in literary candour or

\: charityil&t. (p. ip, 13:) 'And-we

get very little by: taking; the-other [part

, that Stephens omitted thefe

For, by the help of ithe

logic , wbich is of the fort- that dfr

[BETj : I will -prove
* **

/Stephens omitted them- t}pon the aptho*

y c. f
.-." manu-fcfipts.

- Now he omitted therti

r.M.rSTAEE ; heaufe he would
^
in that

replaced in his^ fubfequent. edition of
'

? 55-I * &$$Jfoge -which he had
left out-.of

this- fdi*

;$hn['by' : mere [overjight. NOT BY -MI&TAKE ;

la man who had beenfopainfully accurate

the mifplacing of one
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iomma, and the

fuppofed to. havefuferedtwbfu^himpof'tantwords

to have efcaped -fas notice. 'N&V'sft MISTAKE^;

lecaufe the words- m quefliow-art omitted withe
%J .

J. v

-edition of -John Crifpin -1$$^ who >was *$#

friend andfellow-citizen of Robert-Stephens, fajd

inuft-be concluded io have -pubHJhed-with tns-^ap

jtjlance^for it is impoj]lbleiofuppoje^thatrifpm

would not, &c; NGT isY? MISTAKE 5
?

becatife

-the- Latin verfion in the edition
of*-

i 55
;i;

, 'wMefo

it
-placed- by thefide vf fhd Greek, contains fheje

-words, and muft confequenily- force -them ilp&n

'the- attention of Stephens, "wtfafe ditty{and'tntefeft

-would confpire
to make him-infert -them :

original, , unlefs he-had (upon goodgrotinfi^

Jefs^determined to reje&^fhem.

d nothings' (which I -havefaithfully IMltat-

- ed romv

yoiv ? 57?'

letrehched fome of- your
'

, what w^iald they fr$v& ?;

/is fuppofted -by. ^wth^rity, ^'

I eaiv learn,- every rnai^Mttetb

Relieved-to be a i-&eie<e$r&r-bS- the.

Jthi
:

s srro^.'affed at

*
Stephens, -fol.

~i$$s'e 8vo. ^.553, :.Qfi% Svo> 155.1."

Ffaacf.' fol i"6oto

*
'

-> c OUt.



obfervation or correction. With refpedl

to the marginal numbers and the marks in ths

text, errors abound in Stephens's edition,,

To fet this matter in a clear light, I will

give a collation of two pages of die Apoca-

lypfe 176 177. In thefe two pages Ste-

phens's margin omits eighteen, varioufc

^readings of the Compluteniian edition, and

notes nineteen. Of thefe nineteen two are

inaccurate and two palpably falfc. Three

times the femicircle which ought to deter-

mine the quantity of text is omitted, and hi

a fourth pafiage it is at leaft once mifplaced,

for it is twice printed. Twenty-fix
* faults in.

. the compais of two pages ! In Apoc. XV.
2. xt is marked as wanting m two copies,

. whereas ??* is extant in thofe copies and the

four following words s* *ov ^apay/Aaros Jroy are

wanting. If then Stephens could> as I have

proved, place both his obelus and femicircle

wrong, lam furely very moderate, when I

only contend for half of this miitake in a cafe

of neceffity. % I am certain at leaft, that the

tremulous ball of orthodoxy muft be aimojt tnvi~

*
Twenty-feven. SeePoftfcript.



8r

ble^ If ti'&ibirafes wi'thin ifie aar-rmy Ifinfis
* 6f

this momentous femicirele; " But Stephens

ought to have conned this miftake, ifit was

a miflake^ in his errata." Yes, to be fitre he

ought ; fo he ought to have corrected many
others 5fpineof which I have mentioned; but he

has not done it^ and therefore iio particular ret-^

fon obliged him to do it here. The tranfpbn-

tion of a flop or a miftake in orthography^ is

eafily reclined ; but thofe errorSj v/hiqh are

in truth of the greateft confeiquence, are at the

fame time moft difficult to detect j a fophif-

ticated text or a falfined margin* It was full

as eafy to mifplace a femicirele as a Cornma-j

for they are nearly of the fame fize and ihape^

and are frequently confounded in Stephens'^

edition; but if the femicirele were miiplaoed,

it might elude all difcovery, uhlefs the edi-

tor either carried all the various readings in

his memory, or would undertake the pieafing

tafk of performing the whole collation anew.

In mort, when we confider, that thefe feveu

manufcripts of Stephens, on the one fup->

pofition give a reading which has never been

i

*
Gibbon, Vol. II. p. 253. 4to. III. 335. 8vo.

G found



found in any manufcript, Greek or Latin
1

that they deilroy the antithefis between heaven

and earthy which the context, if the verfe were

genuine would plainly demand ; that Stephens

often mifplaced his marks ; that no manufcript

can now be found in the library to which Ste-

phens returned his manufcripts that exhibits

this reading ; while on the other hand, if we

only fuppofe a {Ingle femicircle wrong placed,

we 'fhall have a text agreeing with all the other

Greek manufcripts, or at leaft with more than

one hundred ; when we add to this, that

Wetftein found at Paris five manufcripts,

which agreed with five of Stephens' s manu-

fcripts in other places, but here contradicted

his margin, none will hefitate to pronounce,

that Stephen s's copies followed the herd, and

omitted the feventh verfe, except only thofe,

who by a diligent perufal of Tertullian have

adopted his maxims of reafoning, and meafure

the merits of their afTent by the abfurdity
* of

the proportion to be believed.

* Crucifixus eft Dei filius j non pudet, quia puden-

dum eft : et mortuus eft Dei filius: proffus credibile eft,

quia ineptum eft j
et fepultus refurrexitj certum eft, quia

impofiibile eft. TERTULLIAN de Cams Cbrifti. 5.

I have
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1 have already quoted the paffage from

Beza's preface or dedication, which proves

that he had not the ocular inipection of Ste- .

phens's MSS. I have likewife proved that

Stephens, by his own confeffion, had them

no longer in his power in the year 1552* I

might therefore fafely difmifs the fubject ;

but it may poffibly divert the reader to fee

Mr. Travis' s alacrity in blundering/ You

fay, that Beza detects miftakes in R. Ste-

phens's collation, .whence you, argue that

Beza had the ufe of the fame MSS. A
moil exquifite reafon ! Stephens, in print-

ing the collation made by his fon Henry,
fometimes committed a miftake ; Beza, by
the help of Henry's autograph, corrected

the miftake.* Is this fo hard to conceive ?

It is alfo pleafant to obferve, that Emlyn tries

to prove a truth by a falfehood, and that you

gravely follow him, pp. 124, 275. For Be-

za dete&s^no miftake in the pafiage to which

*
Diftinguendum inter collationem accuratam et editi-

pnem collationis accuratam : Cl. de Maftricht accurate

quidem contulit codicem Caefareum ; fed collationem non

accurate edidit ; quin plurima fuppreiEt. WETSTEIN.

Proleg. p. 1 60.

G 2 Emlvii
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Emiyn refers, but perfectly agrees with Ste-

phens' s margin ** But that the reader may
fee what fluff has impofed upon fomeperfons .

for irrefragable reafonmg, I will tranfcribe a

part of your note, -p. 124. "It would have

been well worth Mr. Emlyn's- pains to

have apprized irs how Beza could poffibly

have dete&ed a miftake ofthis kind, in Ste--

phens's book of collations, unlefs by refort-*

ing to the m'anufcripts themfelves." If this

note did not proceed from the profoundeft

ignorance
***** State it in Elnglifh, and it

will anfwer itfelf, .How could Beza detect

a miftake in Stephens's printed collations^-

but . by . referring to the manuicripts fronj'

\vhich Stephens printed thofe collations ? Pu-

dci quidem talihis immorari ; fed quidfacias ? Uf

adverfariifont, ita morem geras, et infra te non*

nimquam dcfcendas neceffe eft. Again,
c6'

Beza

fays in other places, ego in omnibus noftris in-

vem. Sic leghur in omnibus? qute quidem .miht

infpicere llcuh" &c. The former of theie notes

*
Neque extantin CcmpTutenfi editione neque in alio-

quo'dam vetufto codice ex noftris. BE^A ad Apoc. I. u.

Eralyn un'derftood it as if it were qmtiuam. > STEPH-.
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Beza had afterwards the modefty to with-

draw. As for the other, and any expreffioiis

of the fame fort, we muft either foften them

by. a gentle interpretation, or be obliged to

fix an imputation upon Beza, which would

JH fult his erudition^ and ftill worfe his piety,

Beza too is fometimes very lax in his af-\

fertions. Matth. I, u. heat firft publHhecl

from an interpolated manufcript of Ste*

phens. In his later editions he reftored the

common reading ; but that he might jfeem to

Jhave adopted the other upon better grounds
and authority than he really had, he goes on,

Robertas Stephanus ex vetuftis codkibus excudit9

&cf Now R ? Stephens did never fo print it

in. his text, but only puts it in his margin as

the reading of one fingle manufcript, Such

was Theodore Beza?
s goocj faith and exatneft

in facred literature ! Befides, any impartial

reader will be convinced by the conduct of

Beza himfelf with regard to this verfe, that

he had not the immediate ufe of Stephen s's

manufcripts. For having written in his fi-rft

and fecond editions, le?imus et nos in nonnuilis.' y O. , *

he .afterwards changed his tone, and in thq

fucceeding impreffions only fays, extat in non^
: '

Q



[ 86 ]

null'ts. How meek and modeft ! Such a fweet
*

tempered man as Beza, armed with the au-

thority of fo many manufcripts, would noE

have thundered his anathemas againft the

fefquiheretic
* Erafmus for wrefting the capital

texts out of the hands of the faithful. In-

ftead of charging the oppofers of this verfe-

\vith
affifting the devil, he is fo faint-hearted

in his later editions, as to hint a doubt whe^

ther the feventh verfe ought not to be ex-

punged. Ifwe may believe you, Sir, pp. 1 30,

275, R. Stephens himfelf
exprefsly declares

that he had lent Beza the manufcripts, which

he (Stephens) formerly ufed. I wifli you
would pay a little attention to the truth of

your facts, and not quote books without con-

fulting them. Stephens is fo far from affirm-^

ing what you put into his mouth, that upon
an attentive perufal, he would appear to af->

firm the direct contrary. His words are,

>uod ad exemplar]a atilnei
-funt autem cum alia

turn ea omnia qute in regh Gallorum bibliotheca

extant, &c. If they were then in the French

* Attuli Novutn Teftamentum ab Eraf?no verfum,

Ab Erafmo? Aiunt ilium eiley^/-hsereticum. ERAS-

MUS Cplloq. Adokfcentis et Scorti.

'

Kbg's
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.

JChig's library, how could Beza have them,

at Laufanne I If Stephens had kept them,

and lent them to Beza, he would have ex-

preffed himfelf in this manner: %u& exregis

G. b. utenda habul Quee ex regis G. J>. mihi

precarlo data funt. Having at laft difcuiled the

fubject of Stephens and Beza's orthodox ma-

nufcfipts, I am compelled to decide (with
forrow I pronounce it

!) that they have dif-

appeared ; perhaps they were too good for this

world, and therefore are no longer yrfible on

earth. However, I advife the true believers

not to be dejected; for fince all things loft

from earth are treafured up in the lunar

fphere, they may reft allured, that thefe va-

luable relies are fafely depofited in a fnug cor-

ner of the moon, fit company for Conftan-

tine's donation, Orlando's wits 3
and Mr,

Travis's learning,

POSTSCRIPT.

Though I am almoft afhamed to have

wafted fo many words upon fo plain and eaiy

a fubjecT: as Stephens's manafcripts, I cannot

forbear offering fome faither obfervations,

G 4 The
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The beauty of Stephens*"s edition is fuch 9

that it dazzles the eyes of the ignorant be-

holder, and this circumftance, joined to the

vulgar hut erroneous perfuaiion that Ste-

phen s's editions are free from typographical

errors, naturally creates a ftrong prejudice in

favour of its correttnefs. But a.11 the learned

are agreed, that fcarcely any critical benefit

can be derived from it, For inftead of giv-

ing an accurate and particular defcription of

his manufcripts ; what parts of the N. T,

every one contained ; where it was mutilated

or defective ; what was its probable age, &c,

he leaves us to gather information where we,

can find it. Hpweyer, if he had fcrupuloufly

noted all the various readings in his margin,

and attributed each to. its proper parent,- we

misfot by a careful eornnarifon of the exter^O *
"* i '

nal authority fince produced, and the intriii^

fie goodnefs or Uadnefs of the readings, form

a tolerable judgment upon the antiquity and

merits of his manufcripts. But inftead of

doing this, he has favoured us with only a

part, of the various readings, (probably leia

than half) and ha
v
s frequently fet down a

reading as from, one manufcript which be-
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longed to another. Of thirteen hundred va-

rious readings of the Complutenfian edition,

he has omitted feven hundred ; of four upon
the inoft curious place ofthe whole N. T. he

has omitted three. Since therefore he has

been fb negligent of a printed book, it is ut-?

terly unlikely that heihould take more pains

with his manufcripts, the majority of which

were lefs eaiy to read. Again : in his folio

edition, Stephens was fo fervilely addicted to;

Erafmus (fee Mill, Prol.p. 126) that though
he follows his manufcripts only in thirty two:

places, and the Complutenfian in thirty one^

he follows Erafmus's fifth edition in ninety-

nine ! Surely then an edition to which he

pays much more deference than to any other

{ingle authority, might deferve a place in his

margin, when he deferts it. To what motive

ihall we afcribe Stephens's obfHnate filence ?

J am inclined to think, he was afraid of ac-

knowledging himfelf indebted to an heretic

for any affiftance in facred criticifm. Thus
much may ferve for omiffions. To the ex-

amples of error that I have produced in the

body of my letter, .1 fhall now add a few more.

John XVI. 14. If Stephens's margin be cor-

red
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recly feven of his copies read Aa/xjSaVf for

;y,rj<T<xi. Let Mr. Travis believe foif he likes ;

but every body e.lfe will quickly fee that the

marginal note belongs to A^TCM in the next

verfe. A& IX. 31. a reading which mani-

feftly belongs to one and the fame manufcript
is fplit into two, and the parts given to dif-

ferent copies. Two of the proofs that Martin

and Mr. Travis bring againft Le Long carry

internal evidence asfainit themfelves from theO ,

very order of the numbers. Aft. XXV. 14.

<K. IK. vi. XIII. 15.
^. i. Upon the firft I have

nothing to propofe ; the fecond ought, I be-

lieve, to be, a. ;. IK. for thefe three manu-

icripts agree together in the fame chapter once

againft all Stephens' s other authorities, and

once againft all but the Complutenfian. The

fame number is twice repeated in the margin
of Apoc. XII. 2. . IE. E. (read a. **

T.) Nor

is this edition free (however that filly fancy

has gained credit) from the moft glaring ty-

pographical errors. Thus pages 212 and 2 1 3
are numbered 213 and 214, and in the run-*

ning .titles of pages 85 and 212, MATG. is

printed for MAPK. and EYAIT. for HPAHEIS,

Acts IX. 24. rci TTUA^J in the text ; I Cor, XVI.
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-

.14. 9~y*in is violently rent afunder, as I have

here reprefented it. I have counted above

forty places where the femicircle is omitted ;

fometimes neither the obelus nor the femiciiv

ele appear; Rom. XVI. 24, Gal. 14. Some-

times neither figure of reference nor femicir-

cle ; John XI. 30. Ads V. 33. VII. 57,

Sometimes the text directs us to the margin
for a various reading, where the margin is

filent; Mark XIII. ,19. Apoc, XVI. i. Some-

times the femicircle is twice printed ; I Cor.

VII. 33. Apoc. IL 7. Sometimes the figure

of reference is mifplaced ; "Rom. XIII. 3.

Apoc. II. 20. (correct my former collation, p,

29.) XXI. 6. XXII. n. fometimes thefermV

circle ; Matth. V. 48. XL 23. Ad. VII. 21.*

&c. fometimes both the figure and femicircle :

Act. I. 26, Yet none of thefe miftakes sre

rectified in the errata, where Stephens has
X'

'

been
jfo painfully accurate^ according to Mr.

Travis, p. 58, 123, as to fet commas and

points exactly right,
- If then thefe plain and

~ * Gal. IV. 3 v. the femicircle is placed after\he word

|Xiwflsj)j,
which ought to follow KO m the next verfe

V. T. The fame mifiakefor which we contend in i John
V. 7.

palpable
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palpable faults, mofl of which are fuch as

the fmalleft fhare of knowledge or attention

would be fufficient to detect, if thefe could

efcape Stephens or his corrector, how
much more eafily might they mifs the

error of this reference, for the difcovery of

which a good memory, a flrong judgment,
or a painful attention was neceflary ?

But fuppofing that R. Stephens, or any
other editor, had affirmed in exprefs terms,

that he pofleiTed feven manufcripts of the

Catholic Epiftles, in which was read the

verfe, I John, V. 7, except the words 'I* ?

evpcit'cor,
who would be bound to believe him ?

This ground is ib fmooth, eafy and pleaiant,

that the defenders of the faid verfe are per-

petually pacing it over. After judicioufly im-

preving a marginal abbreviation into a folemu

and formal affeveration, which mufl irrevo-

cably decide the character of R. Stephens for

bonefty and veracity, they deafen us by bawl"

ing in our ears old fcraps of fermons againft

the crying {in of uncharitablenefs. For my
own part, I declare, that let any editor affirm,

as poiitively as he will a that he -has feven,

manufcripts of an ancient authors, confenting

ift
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'

in a certain reading; if an hundred manu-

fcripts of the fame .author being afterwards

collated are found all to agree in another read-

ing, and to contradict the fuppofed feven rna^-

nufcripts ; whatever may be fuch an editor's

general reputation for veracity, I fhall cer-

tainly reject
his testimony in this particular,

either as a miftake, or (if his indifcreet friends

will fufFer no compromife) as a wilful and

deliberate untruth. ^tM^nv KIQVTOS xey

KE-atdoiev KXOVW. In Horace, A. P. 65, palus

has its fecond fyllable made fhort, contrary

to a known canon, and the conftant ufage of

all good Latin poets. And to render the cafe

quite defperate, Servius and Prifcian exprefily

cite the v.erfe for an example of this extraor-

dinary licence. What fays Theodore Mar-

cilius to all this ? lAsproduces^ if \ve may take

his word for it, the true readingfrom ancient

parchments ofHorace and Prifcian. Upon which

Bentley. obferves, Jlrenue frontem perfr'icare

'Theodorum Marcilium9
in plain Englifli, that he

is anlmpudent liar* And to Bentley' s fentence

of condemnation, every perfon will fubfcribe^

except Mr. Travis and his profelytes^ whofe

literary candour and Ghriftian charity will fufFer

them



them to think evil of none but heretics*

Ego huic
iejll, etianijijurato, qui tarn manifeflo

fumos vendit, me non crediturum
effe confirmo*

(Mofheim in Horiley's Tracts, pp. 159, 355,

489.) But I have no objection to put the

debate upon a fhorter iffue.
- 1 will acknow-

ledge the probability of Stephens's margin,

being right in this place, if another paffage

in the whole N. T. can be found, wherever

three of his mamifcripts agree with each other*

and differ from every copy fince examined,

Twelve years before the appearance of Ste*

phens's firft edition, his father-in-law, Simon

Colinaeus, publifned the Greek Teftament*

Both Mill and Wetftein allow that he faith-

fully followed his mamifcripts, and Wetftein

candidly vindicates him from Mill's harm

cenfure of rafhnefs and prefumption, rightly

obferving, that Colinseus had few guides to

follow, and that his poverty, not his will, was

to blame. Thefe manufcripts, however, whe-

ther good or bad, many or few, omitted

i John, V. 7 ; and confequently Colinaeus

leaves it out of his edition. If Colinaeus bor-

rowed his mamifcripts from the royal library,

they muft have been fome of thofe that were

after-
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afterwards ufed by his fon-in-law. If they

wefe his own or lent him- by his friends, ftill

it is moft probable that Stephens knew of ,

them, and endeavoured to -procure them for

the fervice of his own edition. But if any

manufcrtptof Colinaeus containing the Catho-

lic Epiftles was afterwards ufed by Stephens,

fince that manufcript certainly was deftitute

of the three heavenly witneffes, it will

furnifh a new proof, if proof be wanted, of the

wrong pofition of the Temicircle, in this me-

morable fentence of Stephens's edition.

The freedom with which I have treated'

that great work (as Mr. Travis calls it, p. 129)

may perhaps difpleafe fome of Stephens's ido-

laters ; but the invidious praifes that have

been heaped upon it by ignorant or interefted

perfons, have extorted thefe unpalatable truths.

The early editions * of the N. T. considered

as the publicdtions of critics, are for the moft-

part worfe executed than editions of profane

.authors, and owe their chief value either to

their fcarcity or fplendour. But when I pafs

* See Mr. Griefbach's preface to the fecond volume of

his N. T. p. 13 29.

this
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this cenfure, I find fault not with the men,
but with the times. They did /not then pof-

fefs, nor if they had poflefled, would they

have known how to employ, the - materials

that have fince been discovered.

Of Beza's edition it is needlefs to fay more*

As a critical work it has very little merit;

Ignorant of the true ufe of various readings*

he feldom mentions them but to fupport his

own hypothefes ; to which godly purpofe he

warps both text and interpretation^ He makes

his commentary (as indeed he partly boafts

himfelf) a vehicle for abufe upon Origen^

Erafmus, and Caftalio ; efpecidly the latter 5

againfl whom he indulges,
* without rejlratnt^-

the
exqtiiflte

rancour of theological hatred.

I have faid that the words in ccelo are emit-

ted in no Latin manufcript, though Martin, 1

know, tells us (Verite, p. i 70.) that thole

words are marked in Hentenius's edition 1547*
s wanting in five rnaniifcripts. It feems to

be the fate of this f marvellous text, to lead

* Gibbon 3 Vol. II. p. 284. 410. III. 377. 8vo.

t Martin.

both
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both
; friends and foes aflray. For Srm.on

himfelf, fpe'aking of the edition of 1547,

fays, that it commits the fame error as
t
Ste-

phens's Greek, and mar-ks only the words in

ccelo as wanting in five manufcripts, inftead

of marking the whole verfe. Whether Mar-

tin was milled by Simon or coined the error

out of his own brain, I know not ; but I

know, that unlefs. there are different copies

of Hentenius's edition, which I hardly be-

lieve, Simon's affertion -is. totally falfe. For

in the copy that I have feeri, the whole feventh

verfe is comprehended between the obelus and

the femi circle. Nor could it be otherwife.

.Hentenius's lift of manufcripts includes the

very Latin copies that Stephens had collated-.

Since, then, four of Stephens' s manuTcripts did

certainly omit the whole feventh verfe, it was

no lefs certain that, whatever Hentenius's

margin may feem to fay, Hentenius himfelf

.meant to extend his marginal reference to the

t
fame quantity of text, Perhaps Simon con-

.founded a republication of the book with the

original edition. For the Antwerp edition

.of 1570, omits both obelus and femicircle ;

H the
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the Lyons edition 1573, P^aces tm
*

s mark

which anfwers to the femicircle in other edi-

tions, after the words in ccelo : the Antwerp
edition 1572, thus reprefents the text,

* m ccelof
and in the margin has this note v

. But

thefe miftakes are fet right in Lucas Bur*

geniis's edition, Antw. 1574, ^583. Martin

fomewhere fays, if I recollect, that Hen-

tenius's edition 1565, omits the words mccelfr,

but I believe him mrftaken. From thefe

fads it feems to me a certain conclusion, that

Robert Stephens might eafify rmfpkce his

femicircle upon this verfe, wben we fee in

two other edition & the felf fame error com*-

mitted in the very fame- words. Still, if Mr^

Travis wilhes to catch at a twig that may
fave him from finking, I will be charitable

enough to direft him to R. Stephens' s Latin

edition of 1545, but I expect his thanks fee

the information. In that edition Robert has

printed two verfions, which he calk the Old,

and theNew; the Old is the received Vulgate,

the New is a tranflation from the Greek,

made by Robert, or by fome learned man
reader his iofpeclion* The Old, as,might be

expected*
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expe&ed, retains i John, V; 7 ; the New
difmiffes it from the text with ignominy,

but 'puts a ftar after teftimonhim dant *, and

adds in the margin,
" * Pater verbum et fpi-

ritus famous et hi tres unum funt. Et tres

funt qui teAimonium dant in terra fpiritug,

&c, fie legunt qu^dam exemplaria Graeca."

Bengelius referring to this edition fays^
*' Latina Stephahi biblia lunulam fuo loco ex-

hibent, et difertam in margine habent an-5-

notationem : Sk legunt (fcil. in ccelo Pater^

reliqua) qutedam exemplaria Grteca Britannicus

NEMPE codex et Complutenfis juxta Hieronymi

lefffottem ** Nullum alium habiiit quem
citaret." But De Mifly (Journ. Brit* IX*

p* 63) taking Bengelius's explanation
*'

for

Stephens*s own words, bewildered himfelf

in hunting for an edition that never exifted*

Now, if we put this marginal riote to the

torture, it will fpeak at lealr, and confefs

that fome of its mailer's Greek manufcripts

omitted the words in ccelo ; for, upon adding
the text and the margin together, they will

exactly make up two verfes, bating thofe two

* N. B* Bengelius's words are printed In the Italic cha-

s I have here reprefented them,

H 2 words,
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words. If Mr. Travis be fo cruel as to turtle

againft me the point of the weapon with

which I now prefent him^ I muft fhield my-
felf with Stephens's formal preference of the

Greek copies that rejeded the verfe to thofe

which retained it*

I-

LET-
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LETTER V,

SIR,

I A SSURE you that I lay a grievous tax

upon my patience, when I condefcend to
v

throw away a few lines upon the Greek

manufcripts, fuppofed to belong to the Lou-;

vain divines. In your rft edition you wer@

pleafed, p, 13, to quote their words in this

manner :
" The reading of this text is fup-?

ported by very many Latin copies, and alia

by two Greek copies produced by JLrafmuSt

one in England, the other in Spain. We have,

eurfefoes, feen feyera! others like
thefe.

This

yerfe is alfo found," &c. For this quotation

you refer to Simon, Hi:fV des Verf. c. II.

But in your fecond edition, p. 323, a fliort;

fentence is added ;

" The King's Bible agrees,

with the Spanijfh manufcript in this pafTageR

sis well as in every other. We have ourfefoes^
. Martin had omitted the fame feritencea
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you implicitly copy him. To fay the truth*

notwithftanding all my candour, of which

I have told you fo often, that it is impoffible

ifor you either to doubt or forget it, this place

made me almoft fuipecl: that worthy old gen->

tleman's imcerity, For he argues, frorn the

clofe connection of the two fentences, that

the Louvain divines can only mean manu-

fcripts, by the words < 6 feveral others," Ces

doffieun parloient des mctnufcnts dire done Ia^

dejfus et TOUT P'UNE SUITE,
" nous en avonj

wuplufieurs autresfemblabks," tfeft ce -fas dlre^

.qifihavoient vufilufieurs autres manufcrhs Greet?

Martin rightly refers to Simon, c, 1 1. but you,

Sir, in evil hour took the Arabic for Roman

numerals, and referred to c. II. What 3-

quantity of belief fome men have ! Can the

Roman Catholics fhew fuch a faith as Mr.

Travis's, who believes the infallibility ofevery

Individual, author, tranilator, traufcriber, or

,printer, that is. not tainted with hereiy.

But let us look at the Latin of the Louvain

divines (or rather of Lucas Brugenfis.) Lati-

norum librorum pluriml fujfragantur, qulbus con-

fentientes duos Grtecos codices, unum Bntannlcun^

$lterwn HJfpanlcum^ Erafmus profert ;
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mi
tiblqne

et Me conforms eft Regius ; mulios alias

bis confonantes vidimus. Since editions as well

as manufcripts are here called by the general

name of codtces (for Hifpankus codex^ which

you have tranfubftantiated into a Spanish

inanufcript, is the Complutenfian edition, and

Regius Montanus's edition, which in this paf-

iage exactly agrees with the Complutenfiaiis)

fione but fuch quickfighted critics as you and

Martin could have made the next words,

multo-s aiios, fignify manufcripts. The pro-

per conftrucVion of the fentence is this : Moft

Latin manufcripts agree in this reading, to-

gether with 'Erafmus's Britifli Greek manu-

icript, the Complutreniian and Montanus's

editions, and many others that we have feen.

If a Ihadow of doubt can ftill remain, it will

vanifii w-hen we learn that Lucas Brugeniis

publifhed his annotations in 1580, 4to, fe-

parately, and afterwards in folio, fubjoined to

the edition of 1583. The note upon i John,
V. 7, in both thefe editions is nearly the

fame in fubftance with the note already

quoted, but varies confiderably in the words.

He there expreffes himfelf in fjb plain a man-

ner, that I fliould be amazed how Martin,

H 4 bigot
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when it was laid before him by Emlyn, un-

lefs-'I knew what wonders obftinacy and pre-

judice can perform, ^uod pro textus leffiione

facit, cui Grteca Complutenjis EDITIO et QUJE ex

ea'funtj cum aliis QJTAS vidimus non paucis \con-

fonant. Take another fpecimen of obftinacy.

Martin ftoutly denies that the Louvain divines

.meant to iniinuate any doubt concerning Ste-

phens' s femicircie by the words, inter omnes

Step/Jam codices, ne unus eft qui drffideat, nifi quod

feptem duntaxat TO in coelo confodmnt? si TAMEN

SEMICIRCULUS LECTIONIS DESIGNANS TERMI-

KUM suo LOCO SIT COLLOCATUS. And you,

Sir, feem to be of the fame opinion with your

principal, by breaking off your tranflation at

the word confodiunt. The Louvain divines

therefore have affirmed* nothing about Greek

manufcripts, and there is no need of difprov-

mg what was never affirmed, .

,

'

Make room therefor the Irifh evidence I

His teilirnony, like your Vigor's, .p. 53, U2j.

* The Louvain divines 'affirm, that .this verfe exifted

in feveral ancient Greek manufcripts of their times : and

their affirmation has never been difproved. Travis, p.

323-
IS



is POSITIVE, clear -and pointed. The Alexan-

drian and Vatican witnefTes are grown old,

and their memory is fo decayed with length

of years, that they cannot recoiled a' fyllable

-of the difputed verfe. But this deponent

is in the full vigour of his intellect, of found

miiid and memory. And; {his depbnerit

maketh oath, and -faith, th'atihere are three

that bear record in heaven, &c. All that is

needful, you know, Sir, to give this witnefs

a decent degree of credibility, is to mew that

-he is come to years of difcretion ; for the

malicious pleaders on the other fide maintain

that he is too young to be admitted to take

oath. But you and your brother-counfelldr

Martin prove the age of your principal evi-

dence by two arguments. The firft'is, that

he carries a certificate of his birth about him.

This certificate, upon being examined, turns,

but to be a certificate of the birth of one of

his anceftors, who lived fifteen hundred years

before him. Or, to drop this inimitable alie-

,gory, the manufcript fays in a
-pofticript, that

the Gbffiel of Mark was written ten Xf^o*

.after the afcenfion. That is to fay, according

* to



to Martin's glofs, this manufcript was writ-

ten in the eleventh century. I fhall never like

that ugly word xgow again. Why did the

transcriber write xg l and not * -
? His view

s too plain ; to expofe a brace of painful di-

vines to the feoffs of heretics and infidels.

Bmlyn, Vol. II. p. 271. Wetftein, Prol.

p. 52, and De Mifly, Journ. Brit. IX. p. 61,

had ridiculed this grofs error of Martin ; but

alas ! Sir, you had read through none of

thefe when you publifhed your firft edition.

I fhould not have mentioned this circurn-

ilance a fecond time, if you had not retraced

your miflakein fo ungracious a manner, that

the recantation ferves only to aggravate the

offence. For * a reluftant and imperfeft

retra&lon h more unfeemly than the firft error9

&e it ever/a enormous* However, the other

reafbn flill fubfifhs in full force to prove the

antiquity of the Dublin manufcript.
"

It

* Dr. HORSLEY'S Xth letter to Dr. Prieftly, Tra^s,

p. 186. But you allow it wltbfo ill a grace^ with fo

much reluttance andjhuffling about //, as takes off all the

Credit of a liberal and ingenuous concejjion, MlDDLETON
toPearce3 Vd, III. p. 171. 8vo.
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has double jpoints," fay you,
*r over the t

and T, and Montfaucon (a proper judge in

fucn a cafe) informs us that fuch was the

fafhion a thoufand years ago." But this ar-

gument is not quite decifive, unlefs you can

prove thefe points never to have been jji

fafhion fince. Now I have feen many manu-

fcripts of the fourteenth and fifteenth cen-

turies with plenty of double points aver the

vowels. I have alfo feen two imitations of

the fpurious verfe as it is written in this very

. manufcript, and though they are not fo exafifc

as I with, I fee that the Dublin manu-

fcript is certainly not earHer than the fifteenth,

and poflibly
as late as the fixteenth century,

I fee too, that this is the codex Brhannicus of

Erafrnus, But this conelufion is controverted,

becaufe the Dublin manufcript has yw in

the- feventh, and ; before p<*rvgoMT$ in the

eighth verfe, both which are omitted in ra

mus's tranfcript of the codex Britannicus*

Therefore fay Martin .and you very wittily,
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Martin^ Verite, p. 301,

(174. Engl.)
It is impoflible that the

It is impoffible that one

and the fame manufcript

fhould actually have and

not have the fame words,

the fame fyllables.

Travis, p, 69, 149.

fame manufcript mould dif-

fer from itfelf ; or, in other

words, be the- fame, and

yet not the fame manu-

fcript.

To this
mafterplece of reafoning and compo-

'n.) I anfwer, i. That the place where the

manufcript has been found, countenances my
fuppofition. What more likely than that a

manufcript which was found in England,
about the year 1520, fhould be carried into

Ireland, and there remain in quiet till the

revival' of the controverfy concerning this

celebrated verfe drew it from obfcurity?

2..Erafmus was a very rapid writer, and his

hand was often not over-legible. We know

that he was in a great hurry ;wheri he com-

pofed his apology againft Stunica, and ttiere-

fore might himfelf omit a word, or his print-

ers might overlook it. 3. Erafmus, when
he nrft added the feventh verfe in his third

edition, inferted aywv in his text, though he

left it out of his notes. He had not then feen,

the'Complutenfian edition. It is not; prob-?
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that he added It of his own mere motion

from the Vulgate. It is therefore probable

that his original extract contained the epithet,

but that Erafmus in copying it haftily, made

the omiffiort. 4. The omiflicn of the article

ol is fo trifling
in itfelf, fo eafy for a modern

tranfcriber to make, that to lay any ftrefs

upon fuch an argument, proves a deplorable

fcarcity of better. You, Sir, efpecially, have

the lefs caufe to infill upon it, who in quot-

ing the eighth verfe from the Compluteiirian

edition, p. 79. ed. i. pp. 172, 287. ed. 2
?

omit the article before T/*. 5. Erafmus

has elfewhere committed iimilar or greater

fniftakes in copying. He quotes a fentence

from Theophylaft (Wetftein. Prol. p 124,)

which, by leaving out voia-iv and writing roy

Kvon-rov for TO*V av<jTo? TOO, be has turned eithei*

into nonfenfe OD impiety. And this error paf-

fed through all his five editions. But you may
prove by the help ofyour noftrum, that the nia-

nufcriptofTheophylacl, quoted by Wetftein^
is not the manufcript which Erafmus ufed.

6. A general and remarkable conformity,

as 1 have before obferved, is in thefe . cafes a

ftroflgerargument for the affirmative,than a few-

difagreements for the negative. The omiiiioi*
... i

- ^
of
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of the article fix times, and of the whole final

claiife ofthe eighth verfe, is a fufficient proof

that the Dublin MS. is the codex Britannlcus

of Erafmus, a proof not at all weakened by
the additional omiffions of Erafmus' s tran-

fcript. But I dare fay that you will be better

pleafed with an ilhiftration taken (ex fumo

lucem) from your own appendix, p. 37, 43,
which contains, among other curious things,

the preface of the Complutenfian editors, and

their note upon the famous verfe. In trail-

fcribing the preface you have written et for

quod^ quod for quam, epl/lolas
for epiftolam, cui-

que
* in your firft, and quicquid in your fecond

edition for qulcquam9 . quod for quta9 aliquo for

allquando^ collocato in your firfl and collocare in

your fecond edition for collocate (L e. collocate)

you have alfo omitted ex before apoftolica. In the

note, though not very long, you have omitted

et after ibidem, and s.
(i. t.fcilicet) after terra.

I mall excufe your lectori for klorem9 and

' ' *
Cuique and collocato are altered to quicquld and collo-

care in the larger lift of errata to the firft edition. I love a

wary and judicious critic, who exchanges one blunder for

another, and calls it correcting. Tou are a wife man,

Mr. Forefight ; ifyou do wrong^ It is with a great deal of

confederation and discretion and caution,

nobh
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non-fed, becaufe they are

amended in the fecond edition. Might we
not argue ;from thefe variations, that Mr,

Travis did not copy that part of his appen-

dix from the Complutenfian edition, or that

he ufed a copy of that edition differing from

all the others ? But not to trifle any longer,

experience teaches us, that fuch deviations from

originals happen every day in copying, and

either hafte or ignorance will fufficiently ac-

count for them. I fhall therefore equally

divide the reafons between Erafmus and you.
Erafmus himfelfconferTes hajle ; and your hu-

mility. Sir, is fuch, that I know you will

plead guilty to the charge of ignorance^ to

which I fhall fubjoin a civil queftion \ what

bufinefs has a man to prate about manufcripts

and points of criticifm, who cannot conflrue

a Latin fentence, or read a printed book ?

Erafmus faid, in his anfwer to Lee, that if

he had found a fingle Greek manufcript con-

taining the three heavenly witneiTes, he would

have inferted them in his text. You, Sir,

p. 8, think this conduct of Erafmus mean.

Till the duties of an editor are exactly .afcer-

tained and defined, tliis charge may well.he



fpared. But whether mean or not, the words

of Krafmus might feem a kind of advertife-

merit requeuing any perfon who
. knew, of

fuch a manufcript, to give him notice of

it. His induftrious friends in England im-

mediately began a flricl: fearch, and were fb

fortunate, in the interval between the fecond

and third editions, as to difcover a copy after

their own heart. How feafonable was this

affiftance in fo critical a juncture ! Scarcely

was Lord Peter more fuccefsful, when, after

vainly hunting a long time in his father's will

for a precept or permiffion to wear flame-

coloured fattin, he called to mind a codicil

written by a dog-keeper of his grandfather's,

that, as good luck would have it, talked a

great deal about that fame flame-coloured

fattin. I have faid, that Erafmus never faw

the Codex Britannicus, but- had only an ex^

trat from it. It could not be expected that

two fuch fturdy antagonifls would let this

pafs without difpute. Firft Simon's acknow-

ledgment ,
as you call it, p. 64, 138, is quoted

to- prove that Erafmus acluallyy^w the manu-

fcript. You ought to know, Sir, that no

man is free from flight errors of this kind,

: which
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which are never to be taken for deliberate

-

ojainidris or:

aUertions in which the writer

lake's his veracity. . Simon indeed lays, that
"

-Erafmus inferted the- difputed verfe in his

. third edition from a manufcript that he had:

feen in England; But Simon (who is fome-

times a little hafty and negligent)
;had no

other means of information than Erasmus's

own words. .Where then does Erafmus fay"

that he faw the -maiiufcript ? In two places*

you anfwer, p. 139, ed. 2, which you thus

quote, In codlce^ unde CONTULI in-Angliafu-

ijjefcriptum, &c. Collatlonh negotiant PEREGE-

RAM in Angliaj&cc. .

" Thefe are his words,"

you fay, "when difcourfing on this Britifk

copy." You will grant, I fuppofe, that

Erafmus collated this manufcript, if he col-

lated it at all, between the years 1519 and

1522-, the dates of his fecond and third edi^

tions. But the biographers agree that he was

not iri England after the year 1518. He
could not therefore collate the manufcript in

England, and confe<|uetry in this paflagehe
cannot mean the manufcript, which upon
l John^ V. 7, he calls the Godex Britannicus.

The fame anfwer will ferye for the other fen-

1

.. I
*

tence.
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tence. If he performed the bufinefs of col-*

lation in England, he performed it in or be-

fore 1518, before he knew any thing of this

manufcript. Thus it appears even from youf
own account, that your proofs turn againft

yourfelf, or at leaft do you no fervice. The
fat is, that Erafmus carried over his mami-

fcripts from Germany to. England, and there

prepared part of his edition. He fays, there-

fore, Collationis negotium peregeram In Anglia ET

IN BRABANTIA* The three laft words you
have fupprefled, J doubt not, for the fake of

brevity. Collatio is the general work of col-

lation, not the collation of a fingle manu-

fcript. Do you think that Erafmus collated

his Britim manufcript partly in England and

partly in Brabant? If the reader has not!

Erafmus's works at hand* let. him confuld

Wetitein, Prol. p. 1 25, where both the paf-

fages above mentioned are quoted at. length^

and he will fee that they have not the fmalleft

reference to the Codex Britanni.cus. ; But when

Erafmus fpeaks for certain of this manufcript,;,

what are then his words ? Surely not weaker

than, Repperi^ vidi, infpexi codicem apud-An-

glos ; or monftralus eft mihl, m'jffus. eft.
codex ab
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Anglls, &c. Nothing lefs. .

Repertus eji codex

apud Anglos. Could .jie have ufed fuch un-

certain , and indefinite language, if he had

fpoken ffom^ocular infpe&ion ? Or would he

have been contented with hinting his fufpi-

cion that the manufcript was correted from

the Latin verfion, if he had examined ithim-

felf ? He would then have been enabled from

a-.Companion of other places, to decide: whe-

ther it were fo
-

corrected, or not-. Now, if

the Dublin MS. has the Latin divifion of

chapters, (which is Wetftein's opinion, ProL

p. 52) Erafmus's fufpicion was very juft

But you, Siri> in your next edition will clear

up this circumftance. . For as I hear that yqiv

have lately vifited Ireland, .1 take for granted
that you have diligently examined a monu-

ment fo refpeftable, fhat, 'as Martin
pojitfoely

affures .us, .divine Providence has vijibly watched

for its prefervation *. In' the mean time, to

fhew that .the Codex Britannicus did not bor-
_'-.

.
* La Providence" divine, qui veille vifibleraent pour

maintenir dans 1'Eglife la verice d'un Texte fr refpe<ftable

par la do&rine qu'il contient, m'a fait venir entre les mains

1'Extrait d'un ancient Manufcrit Grec, etc. Verite.,

row



row i John, V.-7, from the Latin Verfion,

you again produce your, favourite proof, the
*

omiflion of the word Zyw. But if Erafmus..

himlelfomitted *y*ov through overfight, what
'

becomes of this Achillean argument. If it

was really.ahfent from the Codex Britannicus, .

might not an interpolator omit it ? You feem

to think that nothing lefs than abfolute uni^

formity will prove one writer to have copied .

another. If fuch be yoHir opinion, long may .

you live to enjoy it, for upon the commonly -

'received principles of reaibning, you \vil-l

b'e confuted 'in a moment ; but if we grant

you only the truth of a 'few irnpoffibilities,

you will undertake,, like Belial of Socrates,.* %

ip indke the f

worfe appear the better reafon*
:

Though I fhould admit, what I now deny,

that the Godex Britannicus was different frorri

the Dublin MS. the omiffion of ayiov would

not prove your point-, unlefs all the mariu- .

fc.ripts of the- Vulgate agreed in retaifiing

fanffus. But "I rnyfelf have feen two Latin

manulcripts in which that epithet is omitted ;

and Mr. Travis might have remembered that

. * MILTON, P. L. II. 113. PLATO, Apql, Socr. p. igv .

sd. Serran; . .

. .
,

the
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"
the fame word is omitted in four of his own -

(examples from the 'Latin, writers, p.- 28 31.

.The conclusions which I draw from thefe

fals are, i f . That the Codex Bntanmcus is" the

MS. now called Dublinenns or Mont*
*

*

fortius. '2. That it.contains the controverted

paffage tranflated in a bungling manner from.
'

the modern copies of the Vulgate, For the

omiffion ofthe* final claufe/ofthe eighth verfe.

is peculiar to them. 3, That.it was probably
written about the year 1526, and interpolated

in this place ."for. the purpofe of deceiving

Erafmus, /Tins
1

hypothens will explain how
'

it fq fuddenly appeared when it was wanted,

p* and^ how it- difappeared as fuddenly after^
sie^

f'
r

^

having atchieyed the glorious exploit 'foe

which it was deftined. It might have beed
* .

*
.

hazardous to e^pofe its tender and infantine

.' form to barbarous critics. They would per-
.

.

'

haps have thrown hrutal afperiions upon its

character, from which it might never have

recovered, The frefhnefs of the ink and

txiaterlals might then have' led to a detelioa

of the impofture; b^t'time would gradually

render fuch an event lefs probable in itfeif,

hurtftj in its
gonfequences, .

'
'



I mall pafs over in filence the mameful

attacks on Erafmus, pp. 145 147, 348;
where inftead of accounting for his conduct

from his natural timidity, and. the violent

clamours of his enemies, you make it fpring

from fheer Arianifm, villainy and hypocrify.

Whoever fairly confiders the temper of the

times, and the peculiar lituation of Eraf-

mus, 'will find much greater reafon to

applaud his iincerity than to cenfure his

prudence.

La Croze, a profeffed Trinitarian (though,
I fear,* (the leaven of'Arianifm fermented'with-

in Ms mind) affirmed that the Berlin maniv-?

fcript was copied from the Complutenfian

edition. Mais [M. Travis] femMe falye peu
deem du jugement de M. La Croze. Cela m
jiedpas mal &

qiiiconqtte fait graqd cas de celul

de M. Martin f In confequence of this per-

fuafion, you retail Martin's reafons of ftraw ;

the' firft of which is, that the Elector pur-

chafed the manufcript for 200 crowns. This,

it mufl be owned, groves the antiquity

* Compare p. 146 with p. 162.

f De Mi%, Journal Brit. IX. p. 78,
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of the manufcript not lefs clearly than the

expences .ofCardinal Ximenes prove the learn-

ing, diligence, and fidelity of his ilhijlrlous

congregated divines ; (pp, 179, 183) not lefs

clearly than the immenfe price that the Duke

of Lauderdale paid for Captain Thornton's

bible*, proves the genuinenefs of that bible.

2. Hendreichius, SaubertiiSjTollius, Jabioniki,

Spanheim, believed it ancient. Did thefe

five men, or any of them, give their opinion

after a careful examination ? Did they perfifl

in their opinion after doubts to the prejudice

of the manufcript had been hinted? When a

critic detects a forgery that has for fome time

impofed upon the world, his difcovery cafts no

imputation upon thofe learned men who have

been hitherto deceived, Befides, if La Croze

convinced' Spanheim and Hendreichius that

the manufcript was a forgery, their conver-

iion is more than equivalent to the hafty opi-

nions of fifty others. 3. La Croze affirmed

that he had made the matter plain to Martin

himfelf, whereas Martin denied that La Croze

ever had made it plain to him ; and La Croze

* Lewis's Hiftory of EnglifhTianllation^j p. 47-^49..
td. SYQ.

1 4 never



; never replied ; but left that venerable Senior

mafler of the field. I fee no great difagree*-

ment in thefe affertions, I take La Croze to

mean, that he had. given fufficient reafons

for his opinion 9 and that Martin knew of

tjiofe reafons. I believe therefore that La
Groze was not miftaken in the nature and

force of his proofs, but in the. nature and',

force of his patient, whofe cafe would have

baffled the united powers of reafon and belle-,

bore. But why fid not La Croze reply ?; If

his excufe be unfatisfactory, as given. -by

Wetftein, Prol, p, 59, and by you, p. 165,

take his own words from the Journal. Britan-.

nique, XI. p, 90. Le Ion homme M. Martin,

ifavoit aumn gout ni aucun merite critique. Le .

refpeffi quefai cru devoir afon age et cifori carac->

tere m'-a emptche ds lui repondre. B auroh mieux

fait de fe meler de precher. 4. Thus far you
have Qiily been Ikirmifliing. Now you pre-

pare for a depifive action.
'" The Berlin ma-

nufcript is not a tranfcript from the Complu.- .

tenfian edition, becaufe it differs in. many

places." Mai-tia had ogcupied the fame-

ground, and to maintain it, .had intrenched

hirnfelf in twenty-three choice examples,

twelve of which you borrowed in your firft

.

-

. edition.
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edition, 'without cojafulting the Compliiteiiiiam

In your fecond edition , either by the fuggeftipft"

fa friend or your own collation, you dete&eci

two miftakes adopted from Martin, and the lift

of examples dwindles to ten. However, Mri

Travis's arguments are like the SibyPg boQks ;

they contain -information of equal trutja, and

they increafe in value by the diminution of

.quantity. One of the examples is fo im-

portant that I cannot help quoting it,.
"

Iiv

[Matth.] VI. 13, the .Complutenfian edition

has the doxolqgy c6mplete--^of which the

Berlin manufcript-' has riot a lingle word.'*

Thus .'you ha4 faithfully traufcribed from

Martin in your rlrft -edition,"p. .76. Now
'the Complutenfian edition'. (as you have finee

'

learned), omits the doxology in the text, and

gives the reasons for this qmiffion in the.mar-

.gin. Would not a writer, who had any re

garcj/o'r the public or for his own. character,

u.pon the difcoyery of fuch a miftake, .blot

Out the whole fentence ? You, Sir, in your

fecond edition,, p. 167, repeat the faMfrooc}

with unblufhing forehead, fef down the fame

. aflertion, and. qualify it with this elegant note^

^ This doxology ftands in the margin of the

Teflament." . Th.e argument
then



[.
122 ]

then is, by your own confeffion, either falfe or

trifling, and proves nothing but the ignorance

or prevarication of its owner. But fome
y

writers feem to be incapable of diftinguifh-

ing text from margin, originals from tranfla-

tioris, or mamifcripts from editions. Let

the reader attend to the next obfervation ; for

the words of the wife, fays John Dennis,

are precious.
" In eight of thefe examples

this manufcript agrees with one or more of

the manufcript s of Robert Stephens ; in one

example with a manufcript of Cafaubon ; in

iwo with the Codex Montfortius ; in one with

the manufcripts of Saubertus ; in three with

the celebrated manufcript of Cambridge ; and

in the laft example with the ftill more cele-

brated manufcript of Alexandria" From all

which you moft logically infer, p. 169,
" THAT IT IS IMPOSSIBLE FOR THE BERLIN

MANUSCRIPT TO BE A TRANSCRIPT FROM
THE CoMPLUTENSIAN EDITION." HoW per-

verfe mufl thofe men be, that can withftand

fuch a proof ! But to ftrip the unbelievers

of all defence, Mr. Zoellner is at hand in the

appendix, p. 56, with fix frem examples,

yet loth as I am to diffent from Mr.

Travis^
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Travis, I am .here compelled to it by the

reafons which La Croze and Mr. Griefbach

(Symbol, Crit. p. CLXXXI cxcu.) have
'

.

given for the contrary opinion. I mall only,

mention feyen or eight.
.

'

?, The Berlin manufcript has all the'
;

.marks of novelty, fuc.h as frem chalk,

parchment, (ink not pale from its

,
,

'

antiquity, but its natural weakiiefs,

adds La Croze,) &c. Mr. Zoellner,

who, to fay the truth, fpeaks more like .

an advocate than like a judge **, corn

feffes that thefe , appearances are fiiP .

picious, and makes a very feeble

anfwer, the amount, of which is
?

: that in his opinion a manufcript o

Suetonius, written in 1472, 'looks

rather younger than even the Berlin

manufcript.
'

3. The characters refemble no manufcript
. whatever that has yet been feen,

but are very like the types of the

Complutenfiari edition,

* Dixerit forfan cpdicis Raviani fautor rNec tamen

hie elabendi rirria cqdicis Raviani dsfertfoiibus deeft.,

P'54>59- T
It
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3. It "is.. written without accents .and

fpirits; It ought, therefore, to be above

a thoufand 'years old; . But as'i fup-?* *
*

.
'

*'
*

.

pofe you -will fearcely believe it to be

, -quite fo old (though I am 'far from-
*

wifhing .to flint you in 'your faith)J
lhall conclude that it is 'a copy of the.

. Complutenfian edition, which is. allb

deftitute of accents and fpirits; .

*

4. Though" La Croze calls it a tran-

. .

"

fcript, even to
'

the faults of the i'm-

*..'. .
t prefiion, yet critics, as De Mifly ob-. .

.

'

lerves, never expecl: fuch- a conformity
'

. -as there is between ten and twicefive ;
' *

. < \becaufe it is next to impbflible to tran-

fcribe'a'book fb large as the New Te*-

. tament without making many devi-'

/. ..-
^
ations:. But you and Martin take it

/ ..." "\ fora firfl principle, that no book can-

b& copied from another, unlefs both : .

"

. sgfee exactly in every wordj iyllable,**.- *

.. letter, and comma.

c. A general and remarkable likenefs is
/". O" .

..." allowed; and that, as I haye more-

than once obferved, is'in thefe cafes,

reckoned fuflScient. .Since La Croze
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'

**

...' .
*

-

'

.
^

fuppofes theimpoftur^ to be the joint 9 .;

... product of fraud "and folly,- it 13 \
*

"

no wonder'that *differ6nces * from the
'

.
* ' ' ''"''

original are occafionally foi>nd^. foine ,

the offspring .of knavery andv fome .of-

ignorancev : .

'

, .

'

.

6. Thefe differences are .itrewed more

.-plentifully through the Gt>fpel of
'

Matthew than any other part of the
"

.

'* book. Who perceives not the drift

of this contrivance ? That if any-mo-

rofe critic fhould chance to collate the
/ *"-.- '

-*

. matnlfcript with . the Complutenlian

edition, .he might be deceived by the
'

' ""
. apparent variation before' he'had ex-

amined too. far. Nempe call'icle,Jibi pro- ,

Jpexit Impoftor.) ittinquovh N*- C
T. libro~*

in promtu ejjet locus unus et item alter a

Complutenji] editione manifefte difcrepans,

'.

quo commodum.
utl-'pqffet adverfus eos9

. quibusfraitsfubolefet. Aique ob eandent

bane caufamprocul dubio plures M-atthtsv

adfperfe funtJeftioneS) &e. ^ -

. .
*

GRiESBACii, Symb. Critv p, cxc.

. .

'
'

-
. . The -



f. The difputed verfe in tkis

fcfipt exactly reprefents the reading

of the Complutenfiaii edition ; and,

8. Laftly, every one of the fixteen .dif-

ferent readings produced by you and

Mr. Zoellner may.be found in the

margin of R.- Stephens's edition. Ill

ihort, every circumftance favours La

Croze's determination, that the Ber-

lin manufcript was copied by an ig-

norant tranfcriber from the Complu-
tenfian edition, with corr.eftions here

and there in.terfperfed by his knavifh

employer from Stephens's margin. If

inftead of the eloquent paragraph
which I have quoted above, you had

. been content with this Ihort and firn-

ple expremon,
" In every one of

thefe examples, thd Berlin manu-

fcript agrees with Stephens's mar-

gin," your argument would have re-

coiled 'upon yourfelf, the forgery

would have flared us in the face, and

the indignant reader would have ex-

claimed with Mr. Griefbach, Itaque

jam
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jam ttnetur falfarius, manifeftofurio pri*

henfusl

The calculation at which I hinted in my
fecond letter, p. 22, is (if that be poffible)

falfer and fuller of rriiftake than the reft of

the work. You affert, p. 282* that Wetftejn's

No. 49, contains only the. Gofpel of Mark,
when Wetftein himfelf tells- us, that it has

alfo fcholia upon the catholic epiftles. Per-

haps you,, think that the reading of the text

can never be ascertained from fcholia. . If

fuch be your notions, why do you not ex-

plain them ? You would then believe an ab-

liirdity; now you affert a falfehood* " No. 56
is no more than a collection., of'{bine various

readings noted in the margin of a printed
1

book/' Is it therefore to be fet afide ?

On the contrary, it is at leafl a good fingle

authority. A learned man had collated the

catholic epiftles with four manufcripts in the.

Medicean library, and had marked the vari-

ous readings in a copy of Raphelengius's ,

edition. Since therefore that edition contains

the difputed verfe, if the 'collator had been

iilent, it would not indeed have been certain

that any of his manufcripts. agreed with the

printed



printed text ; (though Martin and you would

have improved this filence into a demon-

ilration ;) but fince Wetftein fets down
No. 56, as agreeing, with the other manu-

fcripts, he could not .act thus but upon the

actual information of the margin.
'

In the following fentenee, Sir, -I mufr,

deiire you to chufe between deliberate faifehood

2&&Jlr.ange mifapprehenfion.
cc Of thefe fixty.-

five Greek manufcripts Wetftein admits that

thofe marked 34, 44, 48, 51^ 57, and 58, dd

exhibit this difputed palTage* Six affertions

and nve of them falfe 1 Wetftein only ad^

inits, that No*34 5 (the Dublin MS.) exhi-

bits the difputed pafTage* No* 44 lignifies
*

Valla^s-manufcript's \ and Wetftein is fo fat

from admitting what you affirm, that he en-

deavours to prove (as I have done more at

large) exactly the feverfe. Numbers 48, 51,

and 57, he fets down in the lift of manu-

fcripts that omit the three heavenly witnefles ; .

and you rightly obferve (from Mr. Griefbach)

iii the fifth line preceding this fentence,. that

No. 58 is a duplicate
"of ,No. 22. If then

. Wetftein admitted that No. 58 retained th& .

three heavenly witnefles, he would, admit

:

, that
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that No. 22 retained them* But he has

fet down No. 22 in the omitting lift. Either

therefore you poflefs a copy of Wetftein's

edition different from all other copies, and in

it thefe important confeffions exifl ; or, in five

of your fix aflertions, fruih and you will be

foundin twojlories ; and which are we to believe ?

I own that politenefs alone would induce me
to prefer the lady, even without the magni^
ficent character that you give her, p. 127,

374,
" That me is all fair and artlefs, uni-

form and confiftent, fimple and fincere."

Who fhall hereafter doxibt of Mr. Travis's

Chriftian charity, when We find him thus

honeftly doing jufrice to his inveterate enemy ?

You charge Mr. Gibbon, p. 126, 371, in ex-

prefs terms withforging the authority of Gen-

aadius. If Mr. Gibbon be guilty of one for-

gery, Mr. Travis is guilty of Jive : If a de-

fender of Mr. Travis mould argue, that k is

incredible that Mr. Travis mould wilfully at-

tribute to an author opinions, which that

author not only never maintained, but which

he direftly oppofecj ; in the fame manner, with

equal right, may a defender of Mr. Gibbon

argue.
** But Mr. dibbon has wilfully mif-

K reprefented



C J 3 1

reprefented Gennadius, becaufe his reference

is exact." Truly I am fo dull as not to per-

ceive the connection between the two pro-

pofitions. Would not the fufpicion be more

reafonable, if the reference were general and

inaccurate? You, Sir, p. 71, 157, make

Montfaucon fay what Montfaucon. never

meant ; and in the fecond edition the refer-

ence is exact. From your own principles,

therefore, 1 might conclude, that you have
*'

wilfully (for the reference is too exact to

allow you fhelter under any fuppofed inadver-

tence) imfreprefented" Montfaucon. But I {hall

fhew you more indulgence. I believe that you

caught a detached fentence without confult-

ing the fequel. Only remember, that a man
who quotes in this negligent manner mould

be the laft to accufe others of forgery.

You end your calculation by telling us, that

thirty-one manufcripts have the verfe to fifty

that omit it. What only fifty ? Making all

poffible deductions from Wetftein's lift, I

cannot allow fewer than eighty-tix that omit

the verfe. But perhaps you have a new fyf-

tem of arithmetic as well as a new fyftem of

criticifm. Why did you not rather take Mr.,

Grielb^ch's
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Gfiefbach's Computation ? Becaufe it increafes

the number of heretical manufcripts, and that

<w&y 'madnefi lies I I mufl try, therefore, my-
felf'to fubftitute a more exact account of all

the Greek manufcripts that have been collated

upon this chapter* I deduct No. 64, one

lectionary^ and two of Stephens* s manufcripta

that have difappeared. There will then re-

main ninety-feven in Mr.Griefbach's lift ; for

I myfelf have examined No. 63, and teliify

that it omits the panage* To which ad3a

two of the oldeft manufcripts in the Efcu-

rial, infpedled. by Edward Clarke*, a ma-

irufcript once belonging to Bentley (which
I have feen in Trinity College library, Cam-*

bridge) another in Cafley's Catalogue^ p. 3,

another in the library at Vienna, lately col-

lated by Profeffor F. C. Alter, and ten at

Mofcow (one written in capitals) examined

by Mr. Matthsei ; the whole number of ma-

nufcripts now extant, omitting this marvellous

text, amounts to one hundred and twelve. I

(hall therefore not helitate to conclude with

* Letters concerning Spain, 4*0. 1763, p-^33

K % Chandler



Chandler (Pref. to Caffiodorus), Bengelius-,

Wetftein, Mr. Griefbach and many others*

'that this celebrated verfe exifts in no genuine
Greek manufcript whatfoever ; and partly

with Mr. Gibbon, that it owes its place in.

our editions to the prudence of Erafmus ; the

honeft bigotry of the Complutenfian editors ;

the typographical error of Robert Stephens

and the ftrange mifappreheniion of Theodore-

Beza.

. POSTSCRIPT.

i. I have {till a fcruple remaining witrj

fefpedt to an incidental queftion. Simon

quotes the note of Lucas Brugenfis, which

Mr. Travis has io grofly miftaken, as frora,

the edition of 1 5 74. Martin fays, that it is in

the preface. I have feen feveral copies of. the

Antwerp edition of 1574. All thefe were in

octavo ; none of them have notes, nor men-

tion this text in the preface. Lucas Bru-

geiiiis
too fpeaks in fuch terms (Pref.- to. hi

notes' dated 1579), as ftrongly imply that

they were then publifhed for the firft .time.

Are there then different copies of the fame

notes>
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ntites, . and did Simon ufe a copy containing

fuch a note upon i John, V. 7,
as he has re-_

prefente'd ? If that be the cafe, Lucas Bru^

genfis feems to have been apprehenfive that

he had not exprefled hlrrifelf with fufficient

clearnefs, and in confequence of that appre-

henfion to have flopped the prefs, that he

might alter his note fo as to leave no ambi-

guity. But I mall be thankful to any learned

reader, who can explain this difficulty, and

either confirm or deflroy my conjecture.

2. That I may mew my impartiality by cor-

recting errors on either fide, I mall obferve

that De MirTy has fallen into a miftake by too

much refinement. The word
[taflvgovvTes

in the

Dublin MS. has its laft fyliable written in a

"contraction, and marked with double points,

a circumftance not uncommon in modern

Greek manufcripts f But upon this innocent

circumftance he founded a falfe accufation

againft the manufcript, that it meant to pro-

fcribe the whole fentence from lv roToijouvuT to

ju,a^ouj/r" (inclufive), as doubtful or fpurious.

I have expended fo many lines upon the iden-

tity of the Dublin manufcript, and of the

Codex Britannicus, merely in obedience to the

K 3 canon,



[ '34 ]

eanon, that enjoins us not to enlarge the

number of manufcripts without neceflity.

Elfe I would as readily admit as deny their

diverfity. For fincejthey both are manifeflly

tranflated from the recent and corrupt Latin

copies, the authority of an hundred fuch ma*

liuicripts is equal to the authority of one,

and the authority of one is equal to no-

thing.

3, When.J fay, in the foregoing letter, that

Mr. Travis prefers Wetflein's computation to

Mr. Griefbach's, the expreflion is inaccurate,

He mifreprefents them both. He makes a

fhew of mentioning Mr, Griefbach's additions

in thefe words, ** to which Gdefbach adds

four others," Now befides the manufcripts

which Wetftein conflantly ufes, he appeals,

on I John, V, 7, to thofe which Were col-

lated by Simon, Burnet, Lami, Blanching
&c. Thefe make up thirty-one; to which

Mr. Griefhach adds eight. Thefe manu-

fcripts, together with the fifty that Mr. Tra?

vis gracioufly allows us, would make eighty*-

nine. But Mr. Travis, either from hurry or

from forgetfulnefs, or from whatever caufe,

has totally negleftecl thefe additional witnef-

fes,
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fes. V^hatever was the caufe, it certainly

was no <3ifhoneft motive. For "
to ftate

authorities, and to urge arguments on onejide

of a queftipn alone, is barely tolerable in an

hired advocate," p. 125, 370.

notice, lords, he has a loyal breafl^

Foryou havefeen him open it.

K 4 LETTER



LETTER VI.

AFTER a long interval, which, I dare

fay, has been equally painful to us both, I

wait upon you again according to my pro-

rnife*. Having difpatched the Greek ma-

nuicripts, I proceed to the examination of

thofe verfions of the New Teftament which

contain the Catholic EpirHes. You, who
with an happy facility contrive to turn the

balance in your favour, however the particu-

lars may make againft you, tell us, p. 205,

206, triat, of the five ancient verfions, the

Italic, the Vulgate of Jerome, the Syriac, the

Armenian, and the Coptic, three, the Italic,

the Vulgate, and the Armenian, contain the

* Gent. Mag. Aug. 1789. p, 697.
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-difputed verfe, i John, V. 7. Pray, Sir,

where is this Italic Verfion to be found ?

Not in MSS. for you fay, that there is not a

fingle MS. of it now certainly known to

exift in the world, p. 90. Why, then, muft

this verfion be prefled into the fervice ? Be?

caufe it is cited^by the writers who lived

before Jerome. This verfion, therefore, ul-

timately refolves itfelf into the authority of

thofe writers; and the number *6f ancient

verlions fhrinks into, four, unlefs to fill up'

the vacancy, you will accept my gracious

offer of the Sclavpnian verfion, to which you

ought to have 110 objection, confidering that

you have alfo inlifted that into the orthodox

army, p. 92, 206. Leaving, therefore, the

examination of your quotations from Ter-

tullian, Cyprian, &c. tp another letter, I mall

endeavour at prefent to treat of the Vulgate
verfion with all poflible brevity. In order to

pave the way to this fuBjecl:, I defire the

reader to aik himfelf the following quef-

tions :

. i. Does the Vulgate alwa}^ clofely follow

the Greek, particularly in fcrupulou-

ly guarding againfl interpolations ?

2, Do
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2. Do-all the MSS. of the Vulgate agree

in retaining the three heavenly wit-

nefles ?' .

- ;

3. Do all that retain the feventh* and

eighth verfes of i John V. reprefent

. them in the fame manner, without

any important alterations, omiffions,
- or additions ?

4* Have the orthodox MSS. the verfe

from the hand of the firft writer,

without rafures, interlineations, or

marginal infertions ?

-

5. Are they generally the oldeft and beft ?

Unlefs thefe queftions can be anfwered in

the affirmative, the main prop and pillar of

your caufe will be in a very lame and tot*

tering condition. For I need not tell you,

Sir, becaufe you muft deny, nor need I tell

the learned, becaufe they cannot but know,
that the chief fupport of this contefted verfe

is the authority of the Vulgate. But who-

ever has enquired with the leaft fhare of di^

licence into the ftate of the Latin MSS.o

knows, that not one of thefe queilions cant

be anfwered in the affirmative,

I allow you in advance, that a great ma-
:

jority



I '39 }

jority of the iLatin MSS. are on your fide*

Perhaps for one that omits the three hea^

$renly witnefles, forty or fifty may be found

that .retain them. I fearched, I confefs, a

long ;
while without fining any others; .and,

that my readers may be as wife as myfelf, I

will give them a collation of fifty MSS /or

more, that I had the patience to eorifult.

.1. Of this number thirty-two omit the

final claufe of the eighth verfe ;

eighteen retain it, but one has it in

the text underlined with red lead,

two in the margin, one from the firft,

the other from a fecond hand* ,

. 2. One omits the final claufe of the fe^

venth: verfe. --'. - ---.'
s

3. Two read fflius inftead of verbum ;

with which two French MSS. fold

by Meff. Leigh and Sotheby, May 29^

1789, agree; (// jfk.)
.

/ 4. Two. omit the epithet fanffius.

5..
Nine change the order of the verfes ;

: but of thefe nine one begins the
'

eighth verfe with et and the ievenfeh

with quonlam\ on the other- --hand4

. :

:

- pne MS. that preferves the common
.

. order,
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order, begins the feveiith verfe with

tt and the eighth with qmniam.

6* The MSS. that retain: the claufe of ths

eighth verfe read invariably either.**

ires unumfunt, or et hi ires tinumfuni.

y. One adds the heavenly witnefles in the

margin from the fame hatvd ; another

is fo fond of them as to infert them

in the text, both before and after the

others.

: 8. En terrc is wanting in one French MS,

and In terra, in a Latin MS. at Ulme,

quoted by Mr.- Griefbach^ p. 229.

With moft of thefe variations fome MSS.

or other, collated by editors and critics, agree;

One MS. at Toledo, collated by Blanchini,

adds in Chrifto Jefu ; which is alfo the reading

of the author de Trinitate and the writer

againft Varimadus, both published by Chifflet

tinder the name of Vigilius Tapfenfis. You

feem, Sir, to acquiefce in Chifflet's judgment.

But if you lhall hereafter choofe to. make

them two diftincl; witnefles, rny candour is

fuch, that I am determined to have no ob-

je&ion^

The
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The fame faithful and judicious writer*

argainft
Varimadus quotes for the earthly

witneffes in the eighth, verfe, aqua, fanguis,

ei carq'\ and fb reads the margin of a Colber-

tine MS. quoted by Simon. If this reading

had become faihionable, it would have pre-

vented an objection which the heretics have

-made againft the double mention of the

fpirit.

The addition m Chrifto yefu I take to have

at firft belonged to the eighth verfe, and to

have been written by fome pious perfon who
meant thus to explain the verfe; that the

fpirit, the water, and the blood, concur in

bearing witnefs to Chriftianity. But when
the feventh verfe was framed upon the model

of the eighth, they whofe copies had received

this addition, tranfpofed it together with the

reft of the claufe to the end of the feventh.

One of my reafons for this opinion is, that

fome of the MSS. of Ambrofe add thefe

wprds at the end of the eighth verfe.

I fhall take little notice of the
trifling

omuTion of in before unum^ becaufe I think

* See the Poftfcript to this Letter,

that



[ 14* 1

tftat it neither afFecV the fenfe of the paffage,

nor the credit of. the Vulgate* The Greek

MSS. from which that verfioti was triade$

without doubt omitted zlq frdrri the identity

of the three preceding letters in r%g. The

prepoiition is omitted from the fame canfe in

a paflage of Cyril, and in the Greek MSS. of

Evithymius Zigabenus*.
If all thefe various readings were prefented

in one view to any perfon endowed with com-

mon fenfe, moderately iriflfu&ed in the prin-

ciples of criticifm, and uninfluenced in the

prefent debate by intereft of paffion, he couM

not help concluding, that the number and;

importance of the various readings furnifh

reafbnable ground for a fulpicion of corrup-

tion. That a paffoge, which fb often adds,

omits j
or alters particular words ; which now

precedes, now follows the unfufpected part;

of the text ; which is fometimes feeii in the'

body of the work, fometimes in the margin ;

fometimes by the fame, fometimes by a dif-

*
Panopl. Dogm. Tit. XII. near the end, fol. 112.

col. i. ed. Tergovift. See Mr.Mattbtei. on the Catholic

Epiftles, p. 141143. ..'''
ferent
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farent hand ; fometirries aftSr rafure ; whicfij

in fhort, changes mapes fafter than Proteus

or Empufa ; that fuch a paffage is exceedingly

queftionable, whatever fhape it afTumes ; and

that* though it were not abfolutely omitted

by any MS. an editor might yet hint his

doubts, or even avow his difbelief^ of its ge-

nuinenefsj without juftly incurring the cen>

furei of blafphemy or impiety*.

But, allowing that this verfe had been ex-

tant in the Vulgate even from the end of the.

fecond century, and without any of thefe

fuipicious appearances, is the merit of this

veriion fo high as to ratify and render genuine

every word and fentence in which its MSS.

Confpire? Was it in no place corrupted in-

the days of Ter-tullian and Cyprian ? If we
are certain of any reading having eonftantly

kept its place in the Latin copies, we are cer-

. tain that they never read otherwife than QUOD

in i Tim. IIL 16, inftead of DEUS. You, Sir,

, will probably defend the latter reading; nor

l I difpute it. But if we take the liberty

*
Emtyn's Enquiry is called blafphemous and impious in.

tfee layman's Addrefs to Convocation, 1717, p. i8



of reje&ing the authority of the Vulgate,
when it is fo confident with itfelf, and fo

well fupported as it is upon i Tim. III. 16.

why may we not with equal right reject it,

when it is the principal, if not the fole, fup-

port of a contefted verfe ? Was the addition

of the claufe in i Pet. "III. 22, made by the

firft framers of the verfion from the warrant

of Greek MSS. ? Yet that has the general
confent of the prefent Latin copies. Who-
ever undertakes the defence of fuch

paflages,

may pretend that his aim is to efrablilh the

genuine text, but in fad he is exerting all

his force to weaken and undermine its au-

thority.

Thus I fhould argue, if all th.e MSS. con-

fented in the received reading. I mould think

it an hazardous flep to prefer any verfion to

the unanimous confent of all the Greek MSS.

now known to exiir. Still lefs mould I ven*

tu re to rely upon fuch a verlion, which, by

having been more frequently copied, has allb

been more frequently interpolated than any
other.- The fubfidiary {breams which the

river has received in its courfe have neither

made the water more clear, nor morewhole-

foine.

But
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But we are told, p. 42, that, by the Com-

mand of Charlemagne, Alcuin was employed

in a revifion of the Vulgate ; that in Alcum's

Corre&orium " the teftimony of the three

heaverily witneffes is read without the fmalleft

impeachment of its authenticity ;" and that

this very volume was extant at Vauxcelles in

the life of Baronius* You then add a fup-

pofition (for of fuppofitions you have a plen-

tiful flock), that Alcuin and his affiftants,...in

order to fettle the text* referred to the Greek

MSS, and not only to the Greek MSS. but to

the heft and oldeft Greek MSS. fome in all

probability as old as the Apoftolical age. A
lively fancy, Sir, is an indifferent accomplifh-

ment for a critic. You cannot prove that

Alcuin ever faw a Greek MS. much lefs that

he collated any for the ufe of his edition.

The knowledge of Greek was fo fcarce a

commodity in thofe days, that the contrary

fuppofition, which is expreifly affirmed by

Valiarnus*, is much the more probable of

the two. It was labour and 'honour enough
for Alcuin to collate the copies of the Vul-

gate. Neither can you prove that the MS,
\

* In Blancbini's Vindiciae Veteris Vulgatse, p. 328.

L at



at Vauxcelles is the original of Alcuia. For

it is fo cuftomary to tranfcribe titles from

older MSS. that the name of the corre&or

is no proof of the MS. being written by
the corrector, or in the fame age. Befides,

the ignorance ihewn in orthography* (as

Wetftein obferves) would tempt us to be-

lieve that it was written by an unlkilful tran-

fcriber of Alcuin rather than by Alcmn him*

felf. You will be delighted, Sir, I doubt not,

to hear, that this treafure of meftimable va-

liie is frill in being* Blanchini has given a

ipecimen of the character in his Evangelia-

rium Quadruplex, from which it appears, as

far as I can judge, to be lefs ancient than he

would make it. But in thefe matters moft

editors are naturally apt to be a little partial..

When you fay, that i John V. 7.
is found

in this famous MS. without the fmalleft im-
J *s

peachment of its authenticity',
what do you mean-

by thefmalleft impeachment ? Would you have

* Such, for inftance, as Canomonmi for Canomcartim9

&c, Vitall feems to fpeak of another MS. written by

.Aicuin, and reprefenting i John V. 7. in the fame man-

ner
;
but what he fays is very obfcure, and therefore I (ball

not urge it.

the
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the writer of the MS* inform his 'readers, by
a marginal note, that he had inferted a fpu-

rious verfe in his edition ? An editor would

hardly be mad enough to become fuch afeto

de fe.

But I mail advance one {rep further, and

maintain, that this MS. upon which fo much
flrefs is laid, is at lead as much againft the

verfe as in its favour. For how is the verfe

read in this MS. ? Not in the text, but in

the margin are added thefe words : SICUT

ires funt qui tejllmomum dant ln^ ccelo, pater,

verbum, et fpiritus fanffus, et tres unum funt.

The text has only thefe words, ^uoniam tres

funt qui teftimomum dant, fpiritus^ aqua, et fan-

guis, et tres unumfunt. Between funt and qui

the fame hand has interlined in terra*. Now,
Sir, this is fo far from being. afmall Impeach-

'

ment of your favourite verfe, that it is a direct

and violent attack upon it : for it plainly fays,

that the Latin MSS. varied ; and it more than

hints, that the older furviving MSSt were

without the addition of the heavenly witneffes.

If, then, this MS. was only a copy of Alcuin's

* Vitall in Blanchini's Evang, Quadr. Part L p. 567.

L 2 auto-



autograph, Alcuin might be unacquainted with

this verfe, though without its aid he believed

the doftrine which it is fuppofed to contains

as appears from his treatife on the Trinity.

I have purpofely omitted, in my former

account of the various readings, one of the

moft important, that I might introduce it here.

The reader will eafily guefs that I mean the

connection of the feventh verfe with the

eighth by the intervention of SICUT. In

three MSB. that Ep. Burnet faw, the feventh

verfe follows the eighth ; and they are pinned

together, as the bifhop well expreffes it, by
a SICUT. In a MS. at UJme* the pafTage

Hands thus : ^ula tres funt qui tejllmonium dant>

fpiritus, et aaiia, et fanguis, et tres unum funt,

SICUT in cos/o tresjlint pater', verbum, et
fpiritus,

et tres unum funt. This various reading not

only gives frem fufoicion of interpolation,

but mews us the means by which it gradually

infinuated itielf into the text. Whoever duly
. and attentively weighs this circumftance,

will perhaps fee lefs caufe to think the idea

of a marginal glofs fo afedied and abfurd as

*~GrieJbach, torn. II. p. 229. SICUT is alfo read in a

MS. of Card, PafTiond.

you



you modeftly pronounce it, p. 342. But they

who believe things that are impoffible, gene-

rally difbelieve other things both poffible and

probable. We know for certain that fome

of the moil learned and renowned fathers in-

terpreted the fpirit, the water, and the blood of

the Trinity. Could all the diligent Chrirrians

who perufed AuguvHne, Eucherius, and Fa-

cundus, with the intention of extra&ing ex-

planations of fcripture, and noting them in

the margin of their bibles could they all

mifs this .fagacious interpretation ? Would
no member of the churches over which thefe

bifhops prefided, approve and endeavour to

perpetuate his diocefan's fublime difcovery ?

When once fuch a copy exifted, with a mar*-

ginal note of this fort upon I John V. 8.

Sicut tresfunt qui tejlimonmm dant In ccelo, pater,

verbwn, et fpiritusfanffius, et hi tres unumfuni;
the next tranfcriber, in a

fi^
of politenefs,

might think that if this fenfence was not

text, it deferved to be, and might compli-
ment it with a place in the middle of his

page. Perhaps you think it an offered and

abfurd Idea that a marginal note can ever

creep into the text : yet I hope you are not

L fo
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fo ignorant as not to know that this has

actually happened, not merely in hundreds or

thoufands, but in millions of places. Natura,

fays Daille*, ita comparatum eft,
ut att5iorum

probatorum llbros pkrique omne$ amplos quam
breves mallnt ; verentes fcillcet^

ne quidjibi dept^

quod auffioris vel Jit vel
ejfe dlcatur. To the

fame purppfe Bengelius f ? Nonfacile profuper-

Jluo aliquid hodle habent complures doffii viri (he

might have added, omnefque indoffii) eademque

mente plerique quondam librarii fuere. From

this known propenfity of tranfcribers to turn.

every thing into text which they found writ-

ten in the margin of their MSS. or between

the lines, fo many interpolations have pro-

ceeded, that at prefent the fureft canon of

criticifm .is, Prteferatur lediio brevier.

I have hitherto been arguing as if all the

ILatin MSS. had the difputed yerfe in fome

fhape or other ; which you know, Sir, is not

the cafe. You fay indeed, p. 210, that " there

is a greater number beyond all comparifon in

which this text is found," I have already

* De Lib. fupp, Dionyf. et Ignat. II. 3.

f In Apocalypf. I. ij.

allowed
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allowed you the full benefit of jour majority.

Make the mofr, of this conceflion ; for it

would be unkind to deprive you of an advan-

tage which you fo ieldom enjoy. But take

care of this argument ; for, if you pufh it too

forcibly, it will pierce the heart of your own
caufe. If the majority of Latin copies be a

good proof that this verfe was early in the Latin

verfion, the majority of Greek MSS. is as

good a proof that it never was in the original.

However, I will make what I think a fair

propofal. Produce two actually exifting Greek

MSS. five hundred years old, containing this

verfe, and I will acknowledge your opinion,

of its genuinenefs to be probable, If you are

unable to do this, and I produce you above

twenty Latin MSS. all greatly exceeding that

age, you cannot, I think, in common decency,

refufe to be a convert to my opinion, Let us

then come to the fact, There are now exiil-
\.

ing twenty-nine Latin MSS, in- general the

oldeft, the fairefr, and the mofr. correct.

Wetftein reckons twenty-five, to which Mr.

Grieibach adds the .Harleian, 1772, and fays,

plurefque poft Wetflenmm infpeffios.
1 know

nothing about any of thefe plures, and there-

L 4 fore
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fore I mall make no appeal to them. All

thefe MSS. in r John V. inflead of our pre-

fent feventh and eighth verfes, give no more

than ^uoniam ires funt qui tejllmonmm dant^^

fpiriius, aqua, et fanguis, et ires unum funt.

In the Harleian catalogue, No. 7551 contains

three copies of the firft epiftle of John. The
firfl copy feems to be of the tenth century,

the feeond of the ninth, and both omit the

heavenly witneffes. In the firft copy the line,

as appears from the fpace, originally flood

thus ; sps, aqua^ et Janguls^ et tres unum funt.

But another hand has erafed the whole fen-

tence, and written, fpiritus, fanguis, et aqua*

ftretching out the letters to make them fill

the line. In the margin is added, by the

lame hand, I fuppofe, that made the rafure,

in cask pater, verbum, et
sps,

et tres unumfunt',

et tresfunt qul tejllmonmm dant In terra, After

aqua, a third hand (unlefs it were the feeond

in a repenting mood) adds, et hi tres unum

funt. The feeond copy has the genuine words

* If atiy of thefe MSS. add In terra^ as perhaps one

or two may, I am content that they be ftrucfe; off tjie lift.

without
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without any rafure, interlineation," or mar-

ginal note. Cafley, in his catalogue, p, 1 5,

gives an account of another Latin MS. agree-

ing with thefe as it was firft written; but
o

afterwards thus interpolated: Quia ires funt

qui teftimonium dant in tra SPS aqua et fqnguis,

et
hl

tres unumfunf.
et tres funt qui teftimonium dant

in ccelo, pater et filius, et sps fan&us, et hi tres unum funt.

The fame hand has very liberally fcattered

corrections through the reft of the book,

fometimes right, but oftener falfe and abfurd.

I hope, Sir, by thefe inftances, you will be-

gin to perceive that it is at leaft poffible for

an interpolation fometimes to gain footing in

the text. I mall trouble vou with the men-
/

tion of only one Latin MS. more. Mabillon

found at Lifieux, and publimed, a Gallic*

Letionary, which is reputed to be now about

1 200 years old, and contains the entire epiftle

of John, except the three heavenly witnefles.

But thefe it barbaroufly omits, and only has

0>uomam tresfunt qui teftimpntutri dant, fpiritus,

* Twells and Bengelius, by a ftrange miftake, affirm

that this Ledionary was not written in Latin, but in Gailo-

Teutonic.
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^
etfanguu^ et ires unum'funt. The autho-

rity of this MS. cannot but be thought of

great weight, if we confider its age ; to which

I mall add another argument in its favour;

it omits (fee Mabillon, p. 475) that inter-

polation i Pet. III. 22. from which no other

Latin copy, fo far as I know, is exempt.

But, to clofe this long difcuffion, the quef-

tion is, To which fide mall we give credit,

to age or to numbers ? On one fide the wit-

nefTes are grave, elderly perfons, who lived

nearer the time when the fact happened which

they aiiert, and they are all confident in their

teft-imony ; while the other pat'ty, though

vaftly fuperior in numbers, yet lived too late

to be competently acquainted with the cauie :

many carry a brand of perjury on their front ;

and, after all their collufion and fubornation,

their testimonies frequently clam, and con-

tradict one another. In fhort, the few Latin
t

.

-
'

MSS. that
reject theverfe, are as much fupe-

rior to the herd of incorrect and modern

copies that retain it, as a fmall well-trained

band of foldiers to a numerous rabble defti-

tute of difcipline arid unanimity.

POSTSCRIPT.
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POSTSCRIPT.

Abbot Joachim compared the final claufes

of the feventh and eighth verfes, whence he

inferred, that the fame expreffion ought to be

interpreted in the fame manner. Since there-

fore, faid he, nothing more than unity of

teftimony and confent can be meant by tres
'

unumfunt in the eighth verfe, nothing more

than unity of teftimony and confent is meant

hi the feventh. This opinion the Lateral!

council and Thomas Aquinas confuted by

cutting out that claufe in the eighth verfe.

Thomas tells us, that it was not extant ill

the true copies^
but that it wasfaid to be added

by the Arian heretics to pervert the found

underftanding of the fpregoing authority*

My blood boils whenever I think of thofe

facrilegious Arians, fometimes forging and

fometimes erafing fcripture. Thus Thomas

Aquinas tells us, that 'they werefaid to have

added this claufe, Bugenhagius thinks they

jnferted the whole feyenth verfe. Yet fome

part of my indignation is involuntarily di-

yerted to the holy fathers of the church,

who
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who feem to have been in a ileep approaching
to a lethargy, while the enemy came and

fowed the tares. In taking the method above-

mentioned,' the Lateran council, it is true,

followed Dr. Ovid's advice, immedkabile vul-

nus Enfe recidendum, NE PARS SINCERA TRA-

HATUR. But if they had given their minds

to good reading, they would have 'found in

the treatife againft Varimadus an ealy way
of curing the wound that Joachim had made

In the common faith, without having recourfe

to the defperate procefs of amputation. For

the author of that treatife, as if he had fore-

leen, and meant to confound, the ftratagems

of the Arians, thus quotes the paiTage from
t4 the epiftle to the Parthians ;" There are

three that bear record on earth, the water, the

Hood, and THE FLESH, and the three are IN us ;

and there are three that bear record In heaven,

the Father, the Word, and the Spirit,
and they

Three are one. What would then have become

of Joachim's argument ?

LETTER
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LETTER VIL

SIR,

will perhaps accufe me of ,a capital

neglect, in not taking notice of your argu-

ment from the Prologue attributed to Jerome,

the author of which boafts to have reftored *

this verfe from Greek MSS. I confefs that

I was rather doubtful in what clafs of proofs

J mould place' the Prologue; but at laft I

thought it more properly belonged to the

head of quotations. I mall therefore treat

of it in my review of the pious Jerome. In

. the mean time, the next veriions upon our

lift are the Syriac and Coptic, which I intend

to make the joint fubjects of this letter.

* Mr. Travis quarrels with the word reftored^ p. 51,

$05,
"

becaufe," fays he,
" the verfe was never loft.

1 *

Surely an editor may be faid to reftore a paffage, that was

only in a part of the copies, and confequentlyin danger of

being loll.

. You
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You and Martin mid the teftimon'y of

verfions fo unfavourable to your caufe, that

you are refolved, at all events^ to demolifh

their authority. But the heat of a prejudiced

accufer often hurts hirnfelf more than the

party accufed^ Your eagefnefs to difable the

credit of the Syriac and Coptic yerfions has

fo utterly deprived yo'u of judgment and re-

flection, that I am not without feme hopes
of making an impreffion upon your own head

or heart

,

-v ,-.-

forJo IJhall,

If they be mads ofpenetrableJltfjf;
-

If damned cuftom have not brazd theinfo,

I'hat they be proof and bulwark agamjlfenfe.

I mall not difpute with you about the pre-

crife age of the ol'd Syriac veriion. I have

feveral reafons for this forbearance ; one of

which is, that I know very little of the mat-

ter. I fhall only-obferve, that your argument

againfh its being older than Chryfoftome,
becaufe it contains the doxology, is not valid,

unlefs you allow that the doxology is fpurious.

If you allow this, you rejet a reading, that

has, upon a moderate computation, thirty

times



[ 159 3

times as many witneffes in its behalf, as your

prefent client. It is found in all the Greek

MSS. except eight ; in two of the oldeft Latin

copies; in fome MSS. of the Arabic and

Perfic; in the Syri.ac, the Armenian, the

Gothic, and thp ./Ethiopic. If you had a fixth

part of this evidence for i John V. 7. how

you would triumph over all. that dared even

to infinuate the fmalleft fufpicion ! But you

defpife the aid of external evidence. It is

the nature of the texts and the doctrines

fuppofed to be contained in them that per*

mits or forbids omiffions to be concluiive

arguments. If I had a mind to argue in

your way,. I could fay, that only a fingle

veriion, the Coptic:* is found, which uniformly
omits the doxology ;

" that this verfion is

faulty beyond belief, leaving out many whole

verfes ; and that no argument can be drawn -

from any omiflion of any verfe, by any trail-

fcriber, like this ;" p. 90, iq6.

I now come to your arguments againfl

thefe obnoxious yerfions ; which, as they are

of the fame kind, I beg leave to confolidate.

They are," you fay, p^8; 90, 190 196,

faulty and incorrect, almoft beyond belief.

They

cc

66
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They pafs over not words or fentences only*

but even whole verfes, which are admitted

by all to be genuine.'* The Infbnces of this

fort which you produce from the Syriac,

are John XIV. 3. XVI. 14. Ads VIII. 37.

XV. 34. XXVIII. 29. i Pet. IV. 14. You

might have ftrengthened this argument by
an obfervation which I have feen, that this

verfion omits whole epiftles, and therefore

might ealily omit a fhort fentence of a {ingle

epiftle. If you think this objection of any

weight, you are welcome to the ufe of it.

Your iiiftances of omiffion from the Coptic

are Matth. V. 44. XVIII. i. XX. 2.3, 23,

XXVII. 35. Mark VII. 16. XI. 26. Ads
VIIL 37. XXIV. 7. To fave your readers

the trouble of looking-for the places, and

the fear of being deceived by any mifprint in

the numbers of reference, you have cour-

teoufly tranfcribed the entire paffages. But,

before I go farther in this fubject, I requeft

you, Sir, to anfwer the following queries.

i. Are you fure, from your own infpeffcion,

that the Syriac and Coptic verfions

are chargeable with thefe omiffions ?

2. Do
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2. Do all the MSS. of this or that verfion

agree in reje&ing the verfes fpecified ?

For, if the MSS. vary, fome retain-

ing and fome omitting a pafiage, it is

abfurd to blame that for a fault in .the

veriion itfelf, which may be corrected

from better copies*

3. Do they omit the whole quantity of

text that you have tranfcribed ?

4. How do you know that thefe paflages

are admitted by all to be genuine?
Have you had the patience to colledt

the opinions of all who have written

upon thefe fubje&s ? Or do you be-

lieve that every fyllable of our com-

mon Greek Teftament, as it was fet-

tled in the year 1624 by Elzevir and

other infpired men, is the genuine

text of the Evangelifts and ApofHes ?

Leaving you to chew the cud upon thefe

queries, I mail proceed to confider a few of

thefe paffages. .

" Matth. V. 44. is entirely left out of the

Coptic;" -Let us then tranfcribe the context

without this verfe, and fee what excellent
'-.

r

fenfe it will make.
'

'

M 43-
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43. Te have heard that it hath been

'fhou Jhalt love thy neighbour , and hate thins-

enemy ;

45. fhatye may be- the children ofyour Father

which Is In heaven ; far he maketh hisfun to rife

on the evil and on the good, &c.

Strange, that the reafon of a precept mould

be given, and the precept itfelf not appear!

Notwithftanding your
"

right to command
our full affent when you only affirm a plain

fad:, which you are compleatly competent to

afcertain," p. 59, 126; notwithstanding my
own literary candour and Chriftian charity^ I

allure you, Sir, that foo-ner than believe fuch

an abfurdity of the Coptic, I fhpuld have the,

audacity to charge you with Jlrange mlfappre-

benfion.

Matth. XXVII.
35,.

Is this whole verfe,

too. Sir. wanting in the Coptic ? If it be, I

will own luch a veriion to be of very little

value, and ihall make ho difficulty of deli-

vering it up to your refentment. But when
I contider that,- if the verfe be expunged,
there will remain no direcl: mention of Child's

crucifixion, I cannot believe that either tranfla.-

tor or tranfcriber could in his moft carelefs.

mood overlook fo important" a feiitence.

Throw



Throw out Matth. XVIII. i. XX. 22, 23.

John XVI. 14. the fenfe indeed will not be

totally deftroyed, but the conftru&ion will

appear abrupt and unconnected. In Afcs

XXIV. 7.
whoever will carl his eye on the

Greek text will fee that your account cannot

be true, for the eighth verfe begins with

xeAeucra?, which, if the feventh verfe be omit-

ted, will have no fubftantive to govern it.

Thus far I have thought fit to take the high

priori road of reafoning ; that if I have any
attentive readers (befides your friend Kufter)

they may learn to weigh the probabilities of

an arTertion before they agree to its truth, and

to diftruft all inconfiitent relations, however

folemnly vouched by the relater.

ovoev wyariuTepov poog.

I fhall now, Sir, defcend to the level of your

understanding, to the plain fadt. I aflert

then that the Syriac verfion omits only three

whole verfes of the fix you have been pleafed

to quote: Afts VIII. 37. XV. 34. XXVIIL

29. Of your.eight examples from the Cop-

tic, you are right only in three; Mark VII.

16. XL 26. ACIs VIII. 37. However, I

M 2 ihall



ihall be merciful to you in your lafl inftance,

A&sXXlV. 7* becaufe you are feldom guilty

of affecting too little. For the Coptic ver-

fion there omits not only the xvhole feventh

verfe, but parts alfo of the fixth and eighth.

John XIV, 3. XVI. 14. the later Syriac

editions reprefent exactly as they are in the

Greek. Widmanftad and TremelHus indeed

omit the former part of one (And If I go and

prepare a placeforyou), and the latter part of

the other (AndJhallflew it unto you) ; but in

Guide's edition both thefe clauies are replaced

from a MS.
.

i Pet. IV. 14. the Syriac only

omits, On their part he is evil fpoken of^
but

Upon your part he is glorified.

Macth. V, 44. the Coptic thus Ihortens i

But Ifay unto you, love your enemies^ andpray

for them that perfecute you. XVIIL i. the

Coptic does not omit, nor any other verfion,

nor any Greek MS. that I can find. Inftead

of XV1IL i. you ought to have written

XVIII. ii. which the Coptic does omit.

XX. 22, 23. In each of thefe verfes the

Coptic only omits the words, and be baptifed

with the baptifm that I am baptifed> with.
t / M. <J

XXVII. 35. the Coptic omits the application

of



of the prophecy, and only retains, And they

crucified him, and parted his garments, cafting

lots.
' ' ' '
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'
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:

Thus, Sir, in your fourteen examples; you
Have made eight miftakes. "Will you accept

ofmy corrections ? The lift will not be touch

leflened in number, for there will then re-

main twelve examples ;' but feveral -of thfem

will . be of lefs cpnfequence. Thefe twelve

examples amount only to eleven
; paffages ;

A6ts VIII. 37. being twice quoted: Are then

thefe eleven paflages admitted by all, as you
affirm, to be genuine? You muft correft again >

Sir. This general affertion of yours contains

in effect eleven feparate affertions, and in ten

of them you .are wrong. .Eight times Mill

approves the fhorter reading; two of the

other omiflions are patronized, one by Eraf-

mus, and one by Bengelius; nay, Whitby,

himfelf, who *
put in thefront of his book that

SPLENDID FALSEHOOD THAT THE VUL-
GAR READING MAY BE ALWAYS
.DEFENDED, agrees to expunge Matth.

*
VALCKEI^JER. Orat. de Critica in N. T. non adhi-

bendaa p. 30^.

3V1 3 XXVII,
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XXVII. 35. Three of your genuine paffages

Mr. Grieibach has difcarded from his text ;

Matth.XX. 22, 23. XXVII. 35. Ads VIII.

37. and upon fix more he fets a mark to ren-

der them doubtful; Matth.V. 44. XVIII.

n. AftsXV.34. XXIV. 68. XXVIII. 29.

i Pet. IV. 14.

'

'.

Let us now enquire into the merits of

fome of thefe readings. In Matth. V. 44.

the fenfe is the fame, whether we acquiefce

in the received reading, or prefer the fhorter

reading which has the Coptic and other au-

thorities on its fide. It is a mere point of

criticifm to decide whether the fentence was

firfr. abridged by the hafte of copiers, or

lengthened by the admiffion of the parallel

paflage, Luke VI. 27, 28. To me, I own,

the latter opinion feerris more plaufible.

Matth. XVIII. n. is omitted not only in

the Coptic verfion, but in fix Greek MSS,

one very ancient Latin copy, one MS. of the

Syriac quoted by Profeflbr J. G. C. Adler*,

nor is it mentioned by Origen, Jerome,

* De Syriacis Verlionibus.
,

'

Many



Many Greek MSS. the ./^Ethiopia, Arabic,

and latter Syriac verfions add faya-cu' xai ;

a circumfrance which makes it more than

probable that the whole verfe is interpolated

'from Luke XIX. 10. In like manner many

copies of Matth. XXIV. 36. have a claufe

added from Mark XIII. 32.

In Mark VII. 16. though no more than

four Greek MSS. agree with the Coptic, I

cannot but fubfcribe to Mill's judgment,
who thinks it fpurious. What confirms me
the more in this opinion is, that the tran-

fcribers of the Greek MSS. have in other

places been very prone to IhifF out the text

with the fame fentence. Not -contented with

its having quiet and acknowledged poffeffion

in Matth. XL 15. XIII. 9. Mark IV. 9.

a great number of MSS. adds it in Luke

XII. 21. XXI. 4. In Mark XI. 26. feveral

of the Greek MSS. agree with tke Coptic.

The reft of the omiffions which you lay

-to the charge of thefe verfions are fupported

by fo many confiderable authorities, that

whoever ventures 'to decide positively againft'

them, will incur the imputation of 'gr^nt

M 4 .

"
r^fhnefs.,
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ramnefs. And what is remarkable enough is,

that they all have the concurrence of at leaft

fome Latin MSS.. By this time I hope the

intelligent reader will perceive, that, in fact,

there is not, among all the inftances. you-

have brought to prove the Syriac and Coptic

verfions faulty, above one or two that can

reasonably be pronounced corrupt ; and, , that

in the reft they rather create a prejudice

sgainft the luxuriance of the common readn

ing, than the common reading againft their,

frugality, ..; . '.(
But ,

*'
though it was greatly your duty,

it was -no part of your defign," p, 71, 157^
to iay what might be faid in favour of thefe

verfions. The unlearned reader^ therefore is

left to fuppoie that one or the other of thefe

verfions is fo incorrecT: as in many .important

inftances to flan4-.fingle, and.contradict the

united authority of. the Greek MSS. the other

verfious, and the citations of the fathers.; It

is curious, too, that of the pailages you pro^

duce, you only .note the agreement of. thq

Syriac an<J poptic in one omiffion,. wherca^

they really, agree in five.
;
And I cannot

:

but

condemn your imprudence in mentioning
even



even that (ingle inftance of thek agree;meiitj

A&sVIII. 37. It might awaken the fufpi-

cions of fome inquifitive reader, who jby this

glimmering of light would perhaps be Jed

to a farther examination of the
fubjecl;, and

confequently to a dete&ion of Mr. Travis's

errors. I fhall' only add, that wherever the

Syriac and Coptic verfiqns agree in any devia-

tion from the
;
common reading (be it altera-

tion, addition,;,or omiflion), and that devia^

tion is coyntenanGed; by a reaibnable number

of Greek MSS, it will require; better- critical

abilities than yours to prove them in the"
: > .; j .-...- j . ,. J . . - .J.

-

*?. Thefe
;^.rjB.- examples," . you add concernt

ing the Syriac,
<e which have efcaped even

the critical, -eye of -Theodore Beza." ; How/

lucky that they efcaped not the critical $ye"o-i - '''' -1
' '"' * */ JL

---.--..-. - - -
.- -^ - -

Mr. Travis ! But if ; Beza was fo purblind as

no.t, to fee fuch manifeft omiffions, with a

Latin tranflation from the Syriac before him>

J affure you, Sir, without, flattery, tbat your

eye is at -leaft as critical as his^ When you
have read a little more concerning this fub-

je6t than ypu have already, that is, when you
have read at all, you will find, that Beza does

actually
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actually mention four of thefe fix examples ;

John XIV. 3. AasVIII. 37. XXVIII. 29.

i Pet. IV. 14.

- I feel myfelf here treading upon flippery

ground. When I reflect upon the heinouf-

nefs of the charge that I have brought againir.

you, I am almoft afraid of being myfelf

fufpedted for a falfe accufer. There is one

advantage in telling enormous "rather than

moderate falfhoods. Mankind are in general

fo lazy and credulous, that when once they

are prejudiced in favour of any perfon's vera-

city, they will regard another, as a 'calumni-

ator who endeavours to convince them that

they have beftowed their approbation upon an

unworthy object. They will argue, as I have

already obferved, from the enormity of an

offence, and the eafinefs of detection, againfl

the probability of its ever being committed.

But if I ihall be fortunate enough to have

one reader of learning and probity, I requeft

him, I exhort him, to perufe this letter, and

the other paffages where I pawn my own

word, with particular attention. He will then

find that I have ftated the facts fimply as they

are, and that hpwever aftonifhing the inftances

of
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of Mr. Travis's affuranee may feem, I hate

.ipoken of them without dhtortion or exag-

geration.

I mould indeed have almoft diftrufted the

evidence of my own fenfes, when I faw you
commit above twenty grofs and palpable

errors in lefs than half a dozen pages, if I

had not been acquainted with the fource

from which they flowed. Your French

friend Martin* makes a few miftakes, which,

you like a true Englishman have greatly im-

proved. Martin fays, DhT. p. 166. (91 Eng.)
4i This Syriac vedion is full of faults, and

efpecially of omiffions. Beza has given abun-

dance of inftances and we could add thereto

a great many others 1 mail give only a

few, and thofe in whole texts," He then

fpecifies the very fame verfes which you have

quoted (except that you have omitted one of

his examples) ; -but becaufe he xvas content

* Mr. Travis may perhaps alledge in his defence, that

he refers to Martin in the bottom of his page 88, 192,

This is true j but I would defy any reader to guefs from

ib flight and naked a reference that he had borrowed the

five pages from Martin,

to



to? .mark the numbers without reciting

words, you fet down, the whole verfes with-

out enquiry. To the Coptic he makes the

fame" obje<5Hon, and gives for examples ;of

omiffions the fame numbers with which you
have obliged uSi, But by ill luck, inftead of

Matth> XVII-I. ii. his printer, -by overlook-

ing a figure, made it XVIII. i. Now" .i?

Martin had been Jefs iparing 'of his ink. and

labour, he would have written the paflages

at full length j and faved his admirer the dif-

grace of - this ridiculous plagiarifm. .

' How

very rude too was it to exprefs himfelf fo

ambiguoufly,
* 6 '

Beza has given abundance of

inflances^-ahd we could add thereto a great

many others." If you look at thefe words

again, you may perceive, Sir, imlefsfome devil

has cozened you at Jxodman^blmd^ that they do

Bot neceffarily imply all the inftances there

given to be fuch as had efcaped ?/fo critical eye

of Theodore Beza.

There is another little circumftance which

you have not condefcended to mentiDn. Be-

fides the copies of the ancient Syriac verfion,,

commonly called the Verjiojimplex^
there came

to England in this century a -copy of Phi-

loxenus'-s



[- *73 3

k&enus's
x verfion, revifed by Thomas Hera-

cleenfis, and collated in the margin with the

old Syriac and feveral Greek MSS- The

margin .and text of this revilion fo often

make additions^ that if the collator had found

the three heavenly witneffes in an-y-'MS*

Syriac or Greek, he would not have envied

his readers the valuable difcoveryo Yet this

villainous copy is obftinately filent both iri

the text and in the margin. The fame ma-

lignant demon* that has preferved theDubliii

MS. to mock at human credulityj feems to

have .brought to light this new Syriac verfiofi

to abet the Arians in their impious oppofi-

tion.

Acdpe nunc Danaum infidias. In the yeaf

1599, Menezes, Archbifhop of Goa, prefided

at the Synod of Diamper, and made the -In-

dian ChrifHans correct their Syriac copies by
the Latin verfion. Among the paffages thus

judicJoufly corrected, i John V. 7. -f could

not fail to be included. This the Archbimop
Ordered to be reftored, as having., beenfupprejfid

.

*
Journ. Brit, torn, IX. p. 64.

f LA CROZE, Chriftianifme des Indcs, III, p. 342*
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ly Impiety. Tremellius, not finding this paf-

fage either in Widmanftad's edition or the

Heidelberg MS. ventured not to infert it in

his text, but tranflates it into Syriac in the

margin, and fays, fa reflltul pojfit.
At laft

Gutbier boldly thrufls it into the text, and

tells us that the Arians expunged it. Schaaf

could not help applauding fo good an exam-

ple.
<e This verfe," fays he,

"
is wanting

In the former editions, but Gutbier and I

have tranfcribed it from Tremellius's notes

and inferted it in the text." Schaaf after-

wards fent a copy of his edition to theBimop
of the Malabarian Chrlftians of St. Thomas.

The Bimop in return fent him a Syriac MS.

of the N. T. This treafure of meftimalh value

Is ftill preferved* in the Amfterdam library,

and contains that precious jewel, the caufe of

ib much fhife and fhedding of ink. With

\vhat face will the infidels now affert, that

the Syriac verlion omits the three heavenly

wknefles, when a Syriac MS. confirms their

authenticity ? Perhaps they will make two

* ABLER de Syriacis Vcrfionibus, p. 31 33.

trifling



trifling objections ; i. That this MS, was

written as late as the year 1 700, and there-

fore is too modern to have any authority 5

efpecially as we know that the Syriac copies

had been interpolated with this very text a

century before. 2. That in this MS. the

yerfe is written thus in the margin, in ccslo

pater etfilm , etfptritmfanftus, et M ires In uno

funt. Etfunt ires teftes in terra. But you, Sir,

who are as well pleafed with margin as with

text, and with Dublin or Berlin MSS. as with

Alexandrian or Vatican, will defpife fuch ar-

guments, and manfully defend the credit of

your witnefs. I hope, however, that feme

who have formerly entertained fublime no-

tions of the morality of the Complutenfiau
and other editors, will upon reflexion abate

of their confidence, and acknowledge that

when a man is (no matter how) convinced

of the genuinenefs of any reading,, he will

not be fo fcrupulous as to throw it out of his

text merely becaufe his MSS. chance to be

refra&ory. In particular, the zeal and eager-

nefs that have been fhewn for the eftabliih-

ment of this verfe, fometimes upon ver^
ilender authority and fometimes upo.ii none,

may
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may ferVe to check the .wonder" of thofe

readers, whb are apt to put implicit truil iri

the prbfeffions of editors.

I muft riot forget a gentle cenfure of La
Croze's .upon the Syriac verfion, that * " re-

ipectabie as it is, by having been retouched

feveral times, the copies have many varia-

tions, and that it does not deferve quite fb

much credit as it has commonly obtained."

But this obfervation, however it may detract

from the general authority of the verfion,

rather ftrengthens than weakens its evidenceo

in the prefent cafe. For iince many Greek

interpolations have been admitted from, time

to time into the Syriac, its conilant omiffion

of this verfe in the fnccefiive collations of

Greek MSS. proves that the verfe was uni-

formly abfent from the early Syriac verfion

and the Greek copies upon which the later,

tranfl'ation was formed.

To conclude, the MSS. of the Coptic ver-

fion unanimouily, the old Syriac vertion, and

the later verfion made by Philoxenus and

collated again with Greek MSS. and the for-

* Chriftianifme d'Ethiopiej I. p. 40.

'v

''
mer
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mer Syriac by Thomas Heracleenfis, are three

Urong and diftincl: evidences againft the au-

thenticity of i John V. 7. The Syriac MSS.

protefted againft it till the end of the fixteenth

century, when the copies of fuch owners as

were obedient to the confcientious Menezes

began to be adulterated in compliance with

his orders. With equal judgment and fidelity

fome of the Syriac editors have admitted this

verfe into their text, without the flighteffc

authority, but merely from a marginal note

of Immanuel Tremellius.

But whatever weight thefe verfions may
be thought to have in the decifion of the

prefent queftion, every attentive reader muft

fee and confefs that Mr. Travis is a fervile

copier and an hardy afferter. I mall there-

fore difmifs him to the contempt of the

learned, aiid the reproaches of his own' x

confcience.

N - LETTER
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LETTER VIII.

SIR,

JL K.E remaining verfions to which Dr. Ben-

fon appeals, are the Arabic, the ./Ethiopic,,

the Perfic, the Armenian, the Ruffian, and

the old French. By the old French verfion,

I fuppofe him to .mean the Gallic Lectionary

publiih'ed by Mabillon, of -which I gave an

account in my fixth letter. I frankly con-

fent to exclude this from the number of ver-

fions. I have only produced it as a copy of

the Latin verfion, though for a fingle autho-

rity I lay great ftrefs upon it. The Perfic,

which Martin feems generoufly to yield to

his oppofers, Dr. Benfon accepts, and you

acquiefce in his claim. If there really be in

print fuch a Perfic verfion containing the

Catholic Epiftles, I muft take fhame to my-

felf, and confefs my ignorance ; comforting

myfelf, however, that Mill, Wetftein, Mr.

Griefbach,
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Griefbach, and others, feem.to be as ignorant

as I am. To the Arabic and ^thiopic you

object, becaufe they are copied, according to

Simon and Dupin, from the Syriac. But in

the note, p. 193, you tell us, that Renaudot

deduces the ^thiopic, and Michaelis fome of

the Arabic verfions, from the Coptic. The
folution of this queftion muft be left to the

curious in Oriental languages. Perhaps thofe

learned men were harty in their judgments,
and founded their fentiments upon a partial

conformity. Perhaps both thefe verfions

were made from Greek MSS. though the

MSS. might have a general likenefs to thofe

which were ufed by the compilers of the

Syriac and Coptic. At any rate, amidft thefe

jarring opinions, it xvill be impoffible to make

a well-grounded choice, till more accurate

editions are publimed from Arabic and^Ethio-

pic MSS.

But not caring to talk learnedly without

underflanding the fubjefl: (though that is a

very common fault, as you, Sir, no doubt;

have obferved), I lhall not prefs this argu-

ment ; nor affume a point in my own favour,

merely becaufe it cannot be proved againft

N 2 me,
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I {hall only ufe the concurrent tefti-

mony of thefe two verfions as an argument
for the* corififtency of their parents. If the

difputed verfe had been once in the Coptic or

Syriac, and was afterwards loil out of the

later copies^ it might have been prefqrved in

the ^thiopic or Arabic from early and un-

corrupted MSS. But fince thefe too omit it,

the agreement of the Syriac and Coptic ver-

fions is flrengthened by a frefh acceffion of

evidence.

Having thus difpatched the Arabic and

JEthiopic verfions, we come to the Armenian,

which La Croze* has dignified with the

auguft title of ^uesn of Verfanst But., alas \

---
Kings, QUEENS* and States,

Maids, matrons, nay, the fecrets of the grave,

fhis viperous Slander enters^

For a king and a bifliop (Haitho and Ufcan) ?

who were intrufted with the education of this

queen, have been accufed of fullying the pu-

rity which they ought to have protected.

*
Seaufobre and Leafant's Pref. to N* T. p.

s Pref. to Mofes Chorenenfis, p, 9.

This



This flander had gained ground upon the

report of Simon, Sandius, and La Croze ;

and the world in general feemed diipofed to

believe it ; when a champion entered the lifts *

and with more than a Quixote's gallantry

threw down his gauntlet in behalf of in-

jured innocence.

En quol certes &fa bonte,

Etfon zele & fa charhe 9

Sefirent d'autant plus parottre,.

%u'il ifa rhonneur de la connoitre ;

Semblable a ces preux Chevaliers,

Ces Paladins avaniurijers, .

ti^ui defendant des Jnconmies,

Ont porte leur nomjufquaux nues.

You will perhaps, Sir, interrupt this raillery

by aiking me, whether I underftand the Ar^

menian language ? Truly, Sir, no better than

yourfelf. But that I know fomething more

of the fubjedt than you, I will endeavour to

convince my readers. We are happily agreed

that Ufcan publifhed this yerfion, arid that it

contains i John V.
7, You add indeed,

"'without any mark of doubt or fufpicion."

You are very fond, I perceive, of thefe ex-

pletives. Has any other paffage of Ufcan's

bible any mark of doubt or fufpicion ? If

W 3 not,



not, what confequence can be drawn from

his filence on this place ? For myown part,

not having your heroic talent for affertion,

I cannot pofitively affirm, but I fully believe

that Ufcan has fpared himfelf all trouble of

that kind. Your next arguments cannot have

juftice done them, without being more largely

transcribed.

"
i. Michaelis affirms, on the authority

of Sandius, that Ufcan did not find the paf-

fage i John V. 7.
in his 'MS. although it

jftands in Ufcan's editions.

" But the account fo given by Sandius,

was evidently (to fay the leaft of it) a mif-

take. \Anglice
;

, was evidently a
lie.] For

M. Simon was acquainted at Par-is with

Ufcan, whilft he was employed in executing

his important commiffion. And M. Simon

(who was not only a very learned,, but on

the whole, a candid opponent of this verfe)

exprelfly admits, that . Ufcan's impreffion

could not but be very accurate, I'he bi/hop

(fays he), who was a judicious and
dljcreet

perfon, brought with him THE MOST CORRECT

MSS. which he carefully followed. And thefe

particulars I learned FROM THE "BISHOP HIM-?

SELF."

Here,



Here, Sir, your fidelity in copying Martin's"

tranflator has let you into a fmall error. You

ought to have divided Simon's words into

two quotations. But if- a tranflator will omit

dtteurs, who can help it ? This, however,

you call the confeffioh of an adverfary, over-

throwing his own prepoffeffions. To make

this a complete confeflion, and a counterpoile

to the evidence of Sandius, Simon ought "to

have feen Ufcan's MS. or MSS. with his own

eyes, and to have teftified that he there read

the difputed verfe. But he only fays that

the bifliop brought with him good MSS.

which he faithfully followed. We cannot

eret this into a tefKmony, unlefs we know
- alfo, that Simon examined the MSS., com-

pared theni with Ufcan's edition, and found

them to agree. But this we know he did

not, becaufe he confeHes, in another place,

that he learned thefe particulars from the

bimop's own mouth. Thus Simon's confef-

fion, that was to work fuch wonders in fa-

vour of the verfe, fhrinks into the folitary

declaration of an editor. The bubble that

we admired at a diflance, and purfued with

eagernefs, vanifhes into air the inft-ant we

/ N 4
'

touch
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touch it. Bengelius would have faid (what
he has faid in effect) of the Compluteiitiau

editors, that they had good MSS. and folr

lowed them faithfully. And I myfelf would

fay the fame of other editors. But Bengelius

allows that the Complutenfian editors had

not this verfe in their MSS. And if any

perfon mould take advantage of my general,

expreflions, that an edition was publimed
from MSS. and argue that therefore it faith-

fully followed the MSS. in this or that parti-

cular pafTage, I mould begin to be in pain,

for the date of his intellecls. Still lefs credit

is to be given to the interefled profeffions of

a publisher. But you fuppofe men who
commend the goods which they expofe to

fale, to have as nice a confcience as if they

were taking an oath in a court of juftice.

Thus Erafmus's encomium upon Jerome you,

gravely bring, p. 253255, as a contradic-

tion to his lefs flattering opinion. Erafmus

was a great, and upon the whole an honeft

man, though, like other editors, he fome-.

times defcended to pra&ife the tricks of the

trade. Nobody elfe believes, half the praifes

that
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that he heaps upon Jerome, nor did he him-

felf believe them all.

But fupponng that Simon really made this

confeflion which you have .extorted from his

words, how does his tertimony difagree with

Sandius's ? Sandius fays*, that an Armenian

MS. 400 years old, which he faw in poflet

fion of the bifhpp of the Armenian church

at Amfterdam, omitted i John V. 7. You,

Sir, I fuppofe,_ will not only allow, but infifr,

that Ufcan had more than one MS, of the

Catholic epiftles. If he had two, one con-

taining, the other rejecting the verfe, who
can doubt that he would: have placed it in

his text, and thought himfelf obeying the

laws of found criticifm ? Prteferatur leffilo

plenlor et magis orthodoxa would be his canon,

efpecially when the common editions of the

Latin, the only verfiqn that he underftood,

would confirm him in his decifion. If there-

fore the Armenian MSS. varied in this place,

Sandius's teftimony is not contradidted either

by Simon's acknowledgement or by Ufcan's

profeffions,

*
Append. Interpret, Paradox, p. 376.

But
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But Simon, Sir, makes no fuch acknow-

ledgement. In the very letter of his, which

yon have quoted without feeing, Simon ob-

ferves that the three heavenly witheffes were

indeed in Ufcan' s edition, but adds, that Uf-

fcan, knowing fomething of Latin, probably

borrowed them from the Vulgate to enrich

his edition. This conjecture of Simon's re-

ceives fome colour from La Croze's informa-

tion, that Ufcan confefles in one of his pre-

faces, with feeming complacency, that he

altered fome things from the Vulgate. But

this proves nothing in your opinion,
" be-

eaufe Ufcan makes no fuch confeffion
refpecfc-

'

ing i John V* 7." I am not violently dif-

pofed to accufe Ufcan* of the interpolation.

I only mention this as a fpecimen of your

maflerly reafoning. Ufcan fays that he added

fome things from the Vulgate. He fpecifies

none. Therefore he did not add this. I an-

fwer, that whatever paffage be fufpected, you
will always have the fame reafon at your

* If Ufcan be really guilty of this infertion, the paflages

in the ats of the council are probably corrupted by Ga-

lanus, ,

beck.



beck. For Ufcari makes no confefiion re-

fpecting any paffage. Therefore he has altered

none, and of courfe tells a lie when he fays

that he has. Excellent logician ! But I am
afhamed of fuch trifling.

In the thirteenth century the Armenian

church became intimate with the Roman.

Haitho in particular was much devoted to It,

and tolerably acquainted with the Latin lan-

guage. In preparing a new edition of .the

bible, it was impoflible for him to neglect

the authority of a church with which he

had contracted fo clofe a friendmip. A clear

proof of his reverence for his ipiritual ally,

is, that he tranflated all the prefaces attri-

buted to Jerome, and among them the Pro-

logue to the Canonical Epiftles. When
therefore Haitho borrowed this Prologue,

which complains of unfaithful tranflators,

and pretends to reftore the heavenly witnefles

from Greek MSS., how could he reiifl the

teflimonyof Jerome, and, as far as he knew,

the uniform authority of the Latin church ?
i

If the Armenian verfion was before his -time

defective in this important paffage, he was

bound upon fuch weighty reafons to patch



up the flaw. You fay,
" that Haitho's tran

lating Jerome's prefaces does not prove that

this verfe was not in the Armenian MSS.

before he was born." True ; it does not

entirely prove it. But it proves, that if this

verfe was not in the Armenian MSS. of that

age, he would have taken it from the Vul-

gate, and added it to his own edition. That

this verfe was not in the Armenian MSS. of

that age, appears from the teftimony of San-

dius concerning the only MS. known to be

of that age. The te/timony of Sandius is,

i. not contradicted by Simon's confeflion,

for Simon confefles nothing, "but that Ufcan

told him that he had brought Armenian MSS.
r 1 1 i /'^"*/tV ... . .

from which he mcaait-S^Q-. prrat his edition ;

nor, 2. is it contradicted by Ufcan' s own

practice, for though Ufcan has really inferred

this verfe in his edition, he might do this

upon the authority of one or fome only of

his MSS. and not of all ; and yet he would

then have acted up to his own ideas of fide-

hu% as far^&s I recollect, IJfean waMt Parisy/
^lorig^before

// . j. . / ^' ' -
(-

- ^
he print^H his edition.
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lity, and agreeably to the cuftom of editors*

Nor, 3.
is this teftimony of Sandius at all

improbable in itfelf; for there is no difficulty

in conceiving that an Armenian MS* fhould

agree with all the Greek MSS. extant, with

the Syriac, Coptic, Arabic, JLthiopic, Sla-

vonic verfions, with more than twenty of the

oldeft Latin MSS. &c.

You next produce a confeffion from Mi-

chaelis, that this verfe is quoted thirty-feven.

years after Haitho's death by an Armenian

council. This, Sir, I acknowledge ; and you

ought to acknowledge in your turn the gene-

rofity of the adversaries ; for La Croze firjQ:

difcovered* thefe paffages. It may likewife

be added to the advantage of La Croze's

candour, that having at firfl fufpeded Ufcan

himfelf of the interpolation, he confeflfed his

miftake. He found Ufcan's edition agreeing

with the Vulgate in adding pafiages of which

no traces were vilible in an Armenian MS* at

Berlin.' And by comparing this circurnftance

with Ufcan*s confefiion, that he had altered

* So Le Long firft told the public, that the verfe was

found in the Dublin MS.

fome
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fome things from the Vulgate, he inferred,

thatUfcan had inferted I John V. 7. folely in

compliance with the Vulgate. But this opi-

nion he retraced upon finding the foregoing

quotations.

From thefe paffages you argue, that, if the

verfe had been reflored by Haitho, the mem-
bers of the council would certainly have given
fome note to inform the reader that it had

once been loft, and now was reflored ; or have

made fome acknowledgement to the memory
of Haitho for its rejloratwn. How long, Sir,

muft a new edition of the bible be publifhed,

before it is lawful to quote it for fcripture :

The members of the council bufied them-

felves, no doubt, in fcrupuloufly marking
the paflages in which the old veriipn differed

from Haitho's! In our Englifh bibles this

very fentence was once marked as fuipicious.

I forget the precife year in which it was

made free of the text. Would not a com-

mon Chriftian, nay, perhaps the clergy in

convocation, if they quoted this verfe the

next year, probably quote it without trou-

bling themfelves about the hiftory of its in-

fertion ? The greater pare of mankind, even

thofe
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thofe who calLthemfelves literary men, fcarcely

ever examine critically the paffages which

they occafionally quote. They take them

from the edition that firft occurs, or fome^

times from another writer, on whofe good

faith they repofe. (Of the/truth of this po-

fition you, Sir, are a woeful proof.) It was

natural then that an edition of the bible pub-

limed by a king and a faint mould in thirty-

feven years become authentic. The perfbn

who drew up the account of the proceedings

in council, might not poflefs, might not even

have feen, a copy of the former edition.

And though he did know that the. paflage

was otherwife read in the older MSS. his

orthodoxy, his natural propenfity to the am-

pler reading, his refpeft for the piety, eru-

dition and dignity of the deceafed editor,

wpuld induce him to adopt the emendation.

But were the writers of thofe days fo ex-

ceedingly addicted to criticifm, that they ad-

mitted no fcriptural quotation into their

works, without a full enquiry into its claims

to be read in this or that manner ? Did the

members of thofe affemblies nicely weigh
the authorities., and verify the citations, pro-

duced
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duced by each other ? In the preien't

which is infinitely more learned aiid critical

than either the thirteenth or the fourteenth

century, I queftion whether every reader or

Writer gives htmfelf this trouble. Some per-

fons of high raiik, Sk, it is faid, haVe giveri

your book great praifes ; have approved your

reafonings, and fubfcribed to yo"ur coricld-

fioii. Have they all diligently examined your
facts and your quotations ? It is with pain I

prbnotincej that this queftibri cannot be"ah-

iwered in the affirmative'. In fhort, your

argiTrhent is built upon two affumptions i

i. The council ought to have mentioned the

various reading, ,
if there had been one ;

2; The council afted exactly as it ought to

have acted, and therefore would have men-

tioned the various reading, if there had been

one* But I have been informed, that the

latter rule is fometimes deceitful. Neither

perhaps did the council know of the .obliga-

tion that Mr. Travis has lately impofed on

them.-

All this while, the reader mu ft needs fup-

pofe, from what you have faid, that the

council quotes this verfe to prove the doctrine

of
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of the Trinity*'or fome branch of it ; or at leafl

to apply the words in fome manner or other.

How will he be furprifed to learn, that

though indeed this- verfe is thrice tranfcribed

in
.

the Councils, p. 436, 461, 478, in none

of the three places is the flighteft ufe made

of it, nor any kind of reference to it in the

fequel. What need then had the compiler

of the Acts of the Council to quit his fubject

for an impertinent digreffion ? Suppofe that

an Englifti divine, foon after our translation

had received its laft correction, writing on

the nature of Antichrifr, thus quoted the pre-

.fent Epiftle II. 23. iVhofoever denleih the Son^

ikefame hath not the Father ; but he that acknow-

ledgeth the Son, hath the Father alfo. WouM
it be worth his while to flop and inform his

readers, that the fecbnd part of this verfe

was once wanting in our tranflation, or to

make an acknowledgement to the church for,

having rejlored it ? It is of fmall confequence
whether a writer quotes a doubtful part of

fcripture or not, if he takes care to argue

only from what is genuine. Nobody there-

fore, unlefs he were very critically inclined,

would wafte his time in .explaining why he

O preferred
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preferred one reading to another, of a paflage

\vhich he barely quoted, without. intending

to employ it in his argument. But let us

examine the paiTages. The laft'I mall quote

at length, p. 478 ; iLtfi verum lllud ejfe fater'i

Memus, quod licet duo ifta in fe corruptibilia

Jint, in dominiete tamen difpenfationis facramento

myjlicefumpta purtffma et ab omnifont corrupted

contaglo remotJJJima, eandemqiie cum Sptritufahffio

furijicantem vim et operationem Jibi vendicant
T
'

9

quocirca magnus Apojlolus ilk Joannes in quadain

ex Catholicis fuis epiftolis
ah. (i John V. 7, 8.

exactly as in the Vulgate :) Vide ut tria htec

imam eandemque vim retimni\ nam licet diverfa

fecundum fe, virtute tamen et cperatione unum

quid funt divinum et purifcans : baptifmum enim

p~<s fe ferunt ; aqua quidem juxta illud, Ego
baptizo vos aqua ; fanguis vero fecundum id ;

Calicem quern ego bibo, bibetis, et baptifmo,

quo ego baptizor, baptizabimini ; fanguinem

hie intelligent :
Spiritus denique juxfa illud^ Ipfe

vos baptizabit in Spiritu fan<3:o et ignir

The other two are exa&ly to the fame pur-

poie, and prove, from the water and the

blood in the eighth verfe, that water ought
to be mixed with the facramental-wine. In

this
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this cafe there are three poffibilitiest i. the

council might quote thefe words from Hai-

tho's verfion ; or, 2*- the copiers of the Acts,

or, 3. Galanus himfelf might infert them.

Whoever thinks that Ufcan added iJohnV. 7.

without the warrant of any MS. may adopt

the latter fuppofition. But though I Ihould

not acdufe the copiers or Galanus^of forgery,

if I chofe to defend the fecond or the third

fuppofition, yet to mew my-fairnefs^ and to

jfhorten the difpnte, I will he content with

the firft. Nothing however can be concluded

thence, but that this verfe was already extant:

in the MSS. ufed by the council. .They might
not know when or by what means it gained

Its fituation. Or if they knew, it would

have been worfe than ufelefs to have broken

the thread of their difcourfe for fo foreign a

topic. They fent for an old acquaintance,

whofe help they wanted. He came, and

brought with him a genteel young ftranger.

They gave the ftranger a polite invitation,

which he as politely accepted. In all this

there is dothing extraordinary. It is the daily

practice of mankind.

O 2 ut



But we have not yet done with this

of Ferfions. For "one Nicon, an Armenian,

publifhed a treatife de .fejjima religione Armeni-

orum^ in which he accufed his countrymen
of having interpolated their bibles in Luke

XXII. 43, 44. and diverfe other texts ; but

he brought no charge again ft them concern-

ing the verfe now in debate ; which is a proof

that it anciently was, as it now is, found in

that verfion." .

I did intend to examine this proportion- as

minutely as^fome of the former, but I find'

it neceilary to abridge. The errors thicken

fo much, that I am afraid of writing a folio

inftead of an o&avo. I fhall therefore ftate

the fa6ls as eoncifely as I can. If I had read*'

your fentence with implicit belief, I fhould

have fuppofed, that Nicon wrote after the

date of Ufcan's edition ; that he produced a

long catalogue of paflages befides Luke XXIL

4-3, 44. where it was interpolated, but was

filent upon i John V. 7. But as I knew

ibmethuig of Nicon, and fomething too of

Mr. Travis, I was fure'that all you told us

could not be true., .
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ThisNicou, according tcrFabricms*, was

a monk .of-, the tenth century;. La -Croze f

^and BeaufobreJ, who call him a Greek tm-

poftor, feem to think him a different perforu

However, Greek impoftor vor not, he lived

long before the age of printing, and at leaft

earlier, I fuppofe, than the -time of Haitho.

His- treatife de pe/Jima Religione Armemor-um is
J. +*s o

extant in Latin , but imperfecT:. It has

been fiiuce publiflied complete by Cotelerius[|

from two Greek MSS. In fmall 'Greek print

this important treatife .takes up about two

thirds of a folio page. Neither does Nicon

'accufe the Armenians of interpolatirig, but

pf erafing. Neither does he accufe them of

corrupting
" Luke XXII. 43, 44. and dfoerfe

other paffages," but only one befides, John
VIII, i 1 1. If Nicon's copy had i John V.

7. arid he knew that the Armenian MSS.

omitted it
fl

in fo fliorj: a treatife., where he is

.

* Bibliotb. Gr. Yol.X. p. 283.

f Hift. du Ghrifliaoifrae d'Armenie, p. 33^.

J Biblioth. Germanique, torn. XXXIX. p, 40.
-

Beveridge, l^ot. in Can. ConciL Trull, p. 15.8.

| Patr. Apoftol.- torn. I. p. 235.

O content
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content with two examples, he might -not

have thought it neceffary to record a third.

If his copy omitted and the Armenian MSS*
i.

retained it, he might be filent for the fame

reafbn ; or he might not be equally fevere

upon additions; or he might think that they

preferved the genuine text, and that his owu,

copy was corrupt. But if, as we maintain,

neither Nicon nor his contemporary Arme-

nians knew of this verfe, how could he re->

proach them either with omitting or inter-

polating a fentence, that never exifled in

Greek or Armenian till the thirteenth ce$-

tury ?

In all this, Sir, I am ready to acquit you
of fraud, except fo far as it is a fraud to pro-

fefs knowledge where you are moft ignorant.

You copy Martin and his references from the

Englifh tranflation. This appears from your

faying LIVER SE other p&ffages (PLUSIEURS) in-

ftead of ANOTHER. Having drawn out this

article to an unconfcionable length, I ihall

fum it up in a few words. The ancient Ar-

menian MSS. omitted the three heavenly

vyitneifes. But in the thirteenth century the

Romifh and Armenian churches became inti-

mate.



J 99 J

mate. 13aitho, king of Armenia, underftoo4

Latin, and was a diligent reader of the VuL-

gate. Perhaps from this circumfbnce he

firft formed the deiign of making a new edi-

tion of the fcriptures in his own language.

However, from the Vulgate he tranflated all

the prefaces attributed to Jerome, and inferted

them in his own edition. He could not be,

fo inattentive to the advice of a (fuppofed)
critic and. faint, not to reftore^ as he would

think it, this valuable verfe to its place,

Thirty-feven years after Haitho's death, the

council of Armenia (perhaps) quoted it, but

in company with the eighth verfe. And it

is the eighth verfe
, only that concerns their

argument. They prove from the earthly

witnefles, that the wine of the Eucharift

ought to be diluted with water. Three hun-

dred years after Haitho, Bifhop Ufcan inferted

the feventh verfe in. his edition. But that it

has been uniformly in the Armenia^ MSSv
from the time of Chryfoftome, becaufe it

has been in them fince the union of the Latin

and Armenian churches, is as likely as that

it has been uniformly in the Greek MSS,
becaufe it has been quoted by ibroe Greek

. . . 04 writers.
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writers fince the Greek tranflation of the

Lateral! council.

I have already afferted, in this letter, that

the Slavonic verfion omits i John V. 7. I

find, upon reading a little farther in your

book, that you have afferted the contrary.

That I may know, whether I ought to defend

or retract my opinion, I mall examine your

reafons, which are two, I think, one pre-

fumptive *, and onepofitive. Your prefumptive

proof {rands thus :
" The Ruffians, at the

clofe of the tenth century, were converted

by the Greeks, from whom they received the

fcriptures. But it has been proved that the

ancient Greek church acknowledged this veri$

to be genuine. Therefore the Ruffian or

modern Greek church acknowledged it to be

genuine." Your poptlve proof {lands thus :

" This verfe poffeffes its place in all the Ruf-

fian New Teftaments, and in the Ruffian con-

feffion of faith, drawn up by Parthenius in

364-"
*?"

Firfi:, I obferve, Sir, upon the former of

* Sec Letter I. p 5.

yon?
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your proofs, that *La Croze, almoft as go'od

a judge of thefe matters as yourfelf, attributes

the Slavonic verfion to the ninth century,

that is to fay, not quite an hundred- years

after Alcuin's revifion.
"

It cannot be fup-

pofed, that the authors of this verfion would

collate modern MSS. No ! candour (I mean

Mr. Travis' s candour) obliges us to admit,

that their refearches were extended mucK

higher, in all probability to the .fecond or

third century." But my candour is more

eafily fatisfied. I am content to produce the:

authority of this verfion for no more than a

tolerable proof what was the ufual reading

jn the fixth (or if, when you find it turned

againft you, you mould be zealous to deprefs

|ts value) in the feventh and eighth centuries*
,

Next, J obferve, that your presumptive

proof may eafily be gained to the other fide.

The Ruffians tranflated the fcriptures from

Greek MSS. in the ninth century. But all

the Greek MSS, of all ages omit I JohnV.

7. Therefore the Slavonic verfion omits it.

.* Hift. du Chriftianifme des Indes, p. 229 or 343, and

Addenda, p,'i3 ?
.

You
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You cannot controvert this conclusion, un-

lefs you can prove either that all the prefent

Greek MSB. or all at leaft that are of the

ninth century and older, retain this venfe,

or that it is frequently quoted by Greek au-

thors of that and the preceding ages. For,

till you can prove an univerfai or very gene-

ral confent of the Greek MSS.. how do you
know but the tranflators lighted upon fome

of the defective and erroneous copies, fuch

as the Syriac and Coptic interpreters had ?

Thirdly, I obferve, that you are fo candid

as to add a note which totally overthrows

what your pqfltfoe proof advances. " The
Slavonian bible of 1663 has this text printed

In its margin only. All the Ruffian 'bibles

have it in the body of the page." Now,
Sir, fince the modern Ruffian bibles have no

authority whatfoever, but what they derive

from the ancient Slavonic, even from your
own flate of the cafe it plainly appears that

this verfe is an interpolation. If the curators

of the edition of 1663 had a iingle MS.

containing the verfe, at a time when their

Patriarch had admitted it into their confefr

lions of faith, it is impoffible that they mould
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fet fo difgraceful a mark upon it, as to ex-

clude it from the text and degrade it to the

margin. In this manner words and fentencesO
, ..-..,... f ' .

;
; -.1 ,- - f

utterly unknown to the author firfl: gain ad-

mittance into the margin, and then Become

part of the text. Since we fee this happen,

fo often in printed books, we heed not won-

der at it in MSS. Whoever remembers what

I have faid concerning the Syriac verfion,

will want no farther inducement to believe

that the difputed verfe was 'never in the Sla-

vonic. But when once fuch paflages are in.

pofleffionv it is blafphemy to enquire how

they came thither; it is want of candour

and charity to hint a fiifpicion that ,any edi-

'tor could be fo unworthy a betrayer of hh truft,

fo unfaithfid a Jleward of the oracles of GOD,
&c. &c. (I omit feveral thoufand epithets

for the fake of brevity) as to increafe his

edition with a verfe which was not extant in.

Bis MSS. But how is this verfe printed in

the edition of 1663 ? You, Sir, who at other

times are luxuriant enough in your quota-

tions, here grudge us a fhort fentence. The
Slavonic e'dition then thus reprefents i John

8." in the text ; *And there are three kvif-
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on earth, the fpirit, and the wafer, and

the blood, and the three agree jn one. In the

margin the feventh verfe :
* For there are three*

&c. Here, fays Martin, the abrupt transition

to And inftead of For fhews that it was a mere
*" '.**'' -

.variation in the Slavonic MSS. You, Sir,

may ftrengthen this reafoning, if you like,

by .obferying that the words on earth refer to

their joppoiites in heaven, and cry loudly for

the infertion of the feventh verfe. Be{ides4

continues Martin, this edition profeffes in

the preface clofely to follow an elder edition

printed at Oftrow in 1.581, That edition

therefore reprefents the paffage in the fame

manner, being printed, no doubt, from a MS.,

that had the heavenly witneffes in the rnar^

sin. either from the fame or from a different
(0 ' ' '

Land.. Martin and you, Sir, I knew long

iince, look upon n7argin arid text as one and

the fame thing. But I hope that others,

whofe ideas are a little more diftinft, will

fee, that, e^n allowing Martin's account to

be true, the verfe may juftly be fufpected of

interpolation. For myfelf, I own, I am not

fo quick of belief. Haying had a little ex?

perience of pioias fraud, I am apt to exclaim 9
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Oil fuch OCCafioilS, Kcau? aKorXoipyv, \l -m rov-

TUV ire'&opou'. Perhaps the reader will hardly

believe, that the Oflrow editipn has only

thefe words in the text, without any mar-

ginal note : ^uomam ires funt teflantes^ fplntus^

aqua, etfanguh^ ct ires in unumfunt. Perhaps ,

he will find' greater difficulty in
believing.*

that Newton, whofe arguments you pretend

to confute in your fecond edition, had already

declared himfelf an eye-witnefs of this read-

ing in the Oftrow edition. And I can aflure

you, if you will allow fuch a teftimony. as

mine, that in this declaration Newton tells

no lie." Newton refers alfo to Camillus de
. i

Antichriilo*, who had feen one Illyrlc or

Ruffian MS. as he calls it, fix hundred years

old, and pofieiTed another of great antiquity,

both which read the paffage in the fame con-.

cife way. Perhaps you will make an objec-

tion to this Carnillus, becaufe" he was a Soci-

nian. I mail leave him to your mercy. For

rio heretic's word or oath ought to be be-
v

lieyed, who writes againft this verfe. But.

* P. 156. His real name was Thomas Pifecius.

Sandins Biblioth, Antitrinit. p. 107.
.....

Bow
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Bow mall we elude the evidence of a Slavonic

MS. lately collated by ProfefTor Alter *, which

is guilty of the fame Laconic rudenefs. Per-

haps the ProfefTor too is a concealed heretic,

and has made a falfe report.
'

Let us now contemplate the honefry of the

Mofcow editors. They dared not all at once

interpolate the text with this verfe. They
therefore put it into the margin, hoping that

it might at laft arrive at the honour of being

received for undoubted fcripture. To accorh-

plifh this godly purpofe, they firft altered For

t^And, v. 8. then added on earth, and both

contrary to the authority which they pro*

fefled to follow, in order to perfuade the

ignorant and credulous, that it was a mere

cafual omiffion of the tranfcribef. Surely

never was fo much fraud and forgery em-

ployed as in fupport of this marvellous paf-

fage!

I may now, I think, venture to affirm,

that the ancient Armenian and Slavonic ver-

fions both were ignorant of the heavenly

* Var, Left. i%N. T. ex MSS. Vindobon. torn. II,:

p. 1036*,

witnefles ;
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wittieffes ; but I fhall affirm without fcruple,

that you, Sir, have proved nothing to the

contrary ; and that, every flep you take,

your ignorance of the queftion, joined to an

implicit faith in your blind guide Martin,

plunges you into frem difficulty and miftake.

P o s T'S c R i P'T.

i[ J. L. Frey told Wetftein in difcourfing

upon i John V. 7. that it was wanting* in,

his copy of the Armenian verfion. This

converfation pafled in 1719, before the deadly

quarrel broke out between Frey and Wetftein.

I am 1 not ib fanguine as Mr. Travis ; elfe I

fhould produce this for a deciiive teftimony

in my favour. For it is poffible that Wet-

ftein's memory^ might deceive him, or that

in the eagernefs of his zeal, partly againft

the verfe, and partly againft Frey, he might
i

*
Regeflit neque exftare apud Patres, ne apud Cypria-

num quidem, fi rede infpiciatur? neque in MS. San&o-

Gallenfi, aliifque . veteribus codicibus Latinis, neque in

Vtrftone, quam haberet, Armena. WETSTEIN Prolegom.

P. 192.

enlarge



[.
208 ]

enlarge a iimple conjecture into a pofitivd

afTertion. The fact, however, is probable

enough in itfelf, that Frey had feen, or that

lie pofTefled, an Armenian MS. containing

the Catholic epiflles. If fuch a MS. be Hill.

preferved at Amsterdam, it would perhaps

upon examination turn out to be the fame

that Sandins faw in Ufcan's poffeffiori. I

throw out this only as an hint to thofe who

may hereafter have inclination and opportu-

nity, to recon/ider the queftion.

2. I learn from Mr. Matthzei *, that the

firil edition of the Slavonic verfion was printed

at Prague in the year 1519. He does not
.,-

mention its form, but obferves that it is re-

markably fcarce, and rarely found entire. I

have feen an old Slavonic edition, which I

guefs to be the fame. It is a fmall thick

octavo, but I have not been able to find any ,.

date of time and place. Nor is it neceffary to

make any particular enquiry after fo perverfe

and difloyal a book, which fcarcely furnifhes

half its complement of text on this dangerous
and diftreffing occafion.

*
Append. II. ad Apocalypf. p, 346.

LET-



{ 209 1

L E T T E R IX,

SIR,

L ALMOST feel an inclination to pity-you,
when I enter upon your Greek authorities,

they are fo fcanty, doubtful, and fufpeted,

According to your own computation they are

only four; the Synopfis Scripturas and the

Dialogue againft the Arians (both published

with the works of Athanafius), thePanoplia

Dogmatica of Euthymius Zigabenus, and

the Greek Le&ionary -called Apoftolos or

Praxapoftolos.:
:i 'Of thefe I mean to treat ia

their order.
'

,

Pirft, the argument -of this Epiftle, you

fay, p. 49, 102. is generally allowed to be

the. genuine work of. Athanafius. As far as

I can learn, it is generally allowed to be fpu-
rious. In fome editions of the N. T. it is

attributed to Euthalius. It may be found in

Q.ecumenius without any author's name. Ii>

^

'

P '

Mill's



Mill's edition it is called Sophronius's, though

Mill himfelf, Prol. 994. thiliks it may he

the work of Athanafius, not the great prelate^

(FOR THE LEARNED HAVE LONG SINCE DE-

CIDED IT NOT TO BE HIS), but another, per-

haps him who advifed Euthalius to undertake his

edition. Certainly it would much.. leffeir.the

character of the great Athanafius, if he were

the real author of fuch a confufed arid ; im^

perfect abridgement. However, genuine or

Ijpurious,
^ this author feems plainly to. refer

to the verfe in queftion." How different- are

opinions! Mill, Bengelius, W;etftein, and

Mr. Griefb.ach, affirm that it is not: cited in

the Synop.fi s; But let us attend to the proof.
" The verfe is not dire&ly quoted but

the author of it feerns plainly to refer to thi$

verfe in his fummary or breviate of the fifth

chapter :" fhe apqftk,
"

fays he," here, teaches

the unity of the Son yvith the Father :
'" for this

unity is not taught in- any part of that chap-

ter, fave in the feventh verfe." This you
had written, probably without looking at the?

Synopiis itfelf, and therefore added thofe< ujfe-

ful words, in his fummary or bre-viate of th$

fifth chapter, which vanilh in the fecond: edi?- :

tion*



tion. A common reader might hence fancy,

that the Synopfis was a correct abridgement
of the whole Epiftle, chapter by chapter, 'and

almoft verfe by verfe, witli the exadtnefs. and

regularity of a modern commentator. But

though you omit thefe words j you ftill fay,

at the end of the fentencej in any fart of that

chapter',
which fuppofes the 5

very aflertion you
have omittedi, To make the argument 'com-?

plete, you ought to have fa-id, as-Martin had

boldly faid, in any part of the
epljlk^- inftead.

of mending his expreffioh by an implied

falfehood. Whoever will take the trouble of

reading this fame Synopfis, will find it ail

incoherent jumble without method or con-

fiftency. I once intended to tranfcribe the

whole, but to avoid the fatigue and difguft

of fuch a talk, I mall fet down in- their order

the paflages which the author cites from thi

epiftle. Li. I. 5 . I. 2. V. 20. HI.\S, II,

1214. III. 10 18. IV. 7 12. IV. 19,

18. HI. IQ, IV. 2, 3, 6. V. 1-6. III. 14-

IV. 8.
[II. 23.] 22. III. 13, 14. V. 20, 21.

I may now fafely appeal to every man of

common fenfe, whether the place of any
doubtful text in the Synopfis can determine

P 2



its corresponding iituation -in the epiiHe, But

.perhaps the expreffions are fp peculiar as

clearly to point out the feventh yerfe of the

fth chapter.
" He alfo {hews the unity of

the Son with the Father." \Vhat ! fo brief

that he carjnot allow us the full fenfe of the

paffage, but breaks off a, part and ppnqeals

the reft ? Could he npt have faicl,
" He alfq

fhews the unity of the Son- and the Holy
Ghofl with the Father,'* or "

the unity of

the three perfbns in the Godhead,'' or fome.

one of an jiundred other, expreffions, which

every rnind will iuggeft to itfelf ? How flrange

is it, that he fhould tranfplant from the other

parts of the epiftle, fo many phrafes vifible to,

the -naked eye, and here make fo minute a,

reference as requires the rnoft powerful ortho-r

dox microfcopes ! Martin and you cautioufly

avoid quoting the entire fentence. <c He alfq

fhews the unity of the Son with the Father,,

and that he ivho denies the Son, neither has the

~$ather" The reference here is made.folely
to II. 23. as 3mlyn, in his Reply, p. 265,
obferved ; to whom Martin Verite, p. 234.
made fo lame and muffling a rejoinder, that,

J fear, he was convinced of his error, thou.gr*

he
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he had not the courage to confefs it. If you

object that the verfe II. 23. does not teach

the unity of the Son with the Father, you
muft prove, i. that the author of the Synppfis

means unity of eflerice, not of confent ;

2. that no ancient writer would or could in-

terpret it in that manner. But, I hope, every

perfbn who has had the patience to read thus

'far, will be convinced that no mention is'

made of our verfe in this Synopfis, but that

iince the author was perfectly orthodox, his

iilence is a probable argument that it was

utterly unknown to him.

Your fecond authority is a dialogue be-

tween an Athanafian and an Arian, where
\" the verfe is thus EXPRESSLY QUOTED ; Is not

that lively and faving baptifm, whereby we re-

ceive remiffion ofjtns, adminiftered in the name

of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoft?
And St. John fays, And

'thefe
three are one"

You have here tranflated rather freely, para-

phrafing fome words and omitting others.

You might have greatly edified your readers,

if you had favoured them with all the argu-
ments by which the Athanafian convinces

the Arian that the Trinity in unity is to be

P 3 worfhipped.



worflupped. I fhall therefore give an abridge^

-hut faithful tranflation. *' Why do the Sera-

phim, that Ifaiah heard cry, Holy, Holy, Holy,

neither exceed this number, nor fall fhort of

it? Certainly becaufe it is not ^lawful for

.any befides the Trinity to be thus honoured.

-Why did Mofes teach the people to bend

their neck and their knees three times on

the earth, but to. denote the worfhip of the

Trinity in one Godhead ? The divine Elijah

raifes the dead at the third breathing, to mew
that no man can be worthy of eternal life,

who mall not rfl receive with reverential

faith a coequal and cpnfubftantial Trinity,

which like fire confumes deadly fins- -

Neither -could Paul othenvife have afcended

to the third heaven, unlefs he had poffefled

in his heart the indelible and . confubftantial

faith of the Trinity -Likewife is not the

remiflioii of fins procured by that quickening

.and faii&ifying ablution, without which no

man ihall fee the kingdom of heaven, an

ablution given to the faithful in the thrice-

bleiled name. And beiides all thefe, John

fays, And the three are om" [or rather,
" are

the one?'~\

Concerning
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Concerning .this dialogue you teHius," :*
<
'that

fWhether it belongs to Athariafius oxinot,
:

'Has

been a matter o: great difpute ;amohg> the

learned." Who is the author, may perhaps

admit of a difpute/ But all the learned at

prefent, as far as -I
*

know, :confefs it.-to be

fpurious. Gave thinks it to be the compo-
iition of fome doating monk. .In general

however, I believe, it is attributed Tto -Maxi-

mus, who lived in the feverith century-/

irefided five years in Africa and ten

You,. I know, fettle its /date by. an

tical remark (taken, as ufual, from Martin),

that becaufe: the dialogue mentions the joint

reign of Conftantinerand Conftantius, it was

written before the expiration of that joint

reign, A. C. 337. I always thought, Sir, that

the internal notes of time, unlefs they be very

recondite, were not decifive in feigned ^dia*

logues. The greatefl dotard of a monk in

the feventh, ,or .even in the feventeenth.cen-

tury, might write a dialogue and mention fo

obvious a fa&. It would be a part of his

plan to throwin a circumilance of this nature,

if he meant to fuftain his arTumed character

with propriety. Works may be proved (with
'

- P 4 certain
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oertahr exceptions) to be fpurious, if -they

violate hiftorieal truth, but they cannot be

.proved genuine, becaufe they do riot violate

;iitv ,

"

To the foregoing cenfure of Cave, which

I am fbrry gave that worthy man, Mr. Martin,

great uneajlnefs, no reader of the leaft tafte,

who has perufed my extract, will refufe his

aflfent. How eafily might a monk who could

fix fuch remote, abftrufe, or rather abfiird

ienfes upon other paffages of fcripture, intef-

pret I John V. 8. of the Trinity ? The words

feem to convey at leaft a more myftical mean-

ing than moft of the other quotations. If he

thought that fuch arguments as the Ifraelites

thrice bending the neck, Elijah's thrice

breathing, Paul's being rapt into the third

heaven, &c. had made an impreffion on his

antagonirr, he might with equal modeily

expect, that he would be completely van-

quimed with this tefKmony. It cannot be

iaid, that this interpretation was not current

among the Greeks, when Simon found it in

the margin of two MSS. and Mr. Matthaei

in a third. The latter fcholium is this:

m the m&fcuHne gender, in token of the

'Trinity i
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: the Jpirit, of the Godhead^
'

the <waitf\

'of the enlightening knowledge- to-manklnd, fy-the

jpirit ; the blood, of the incarnation* . ThefeMS&
are of the tenth and eleventh centuries.

Now if this explanation could thus creejb

>iiitd the copies, and be recorded by the fcribes

as a valuable memorandum, I mould be fur*

'.prized "to -find that no author had met with it

in the margin of his MSS. or in the works
1^5

of the holy De-dors, or in converfation ; of

'that, having met with it, he mould impioufly

fuffer it to ruil in his poffeffion, inftead of.

employing it in the fervice of religion.
- But, interrupts Martin, the words are not

the exact words of the eighth verfe. I an-

fwer, neither are they the exact words of the

feventh. But they much more nearly refera-

ble the eighth than the feventh. The. word

Vj as I faid before, was abforbed by the three

preceding letters, and loft out of the Greek

MSS. from which the Latin veriion was made.

Fhe fame omiffion has happened in the copies

of Cyril, of Euthymius Zigabenus, I may
add, of Dionylius Alexandrinus, whom Mar-

tin cites to his own confutation. ,But whe-

ther the copy itfelf that the author of the

dialogue



t .**. ;

&alogue >fed, -or ;
the fcribe who copied ,..

the

dialogue,' be in fault, the, fault; is fo trifling

anil .natural, .that I wonder^ i. -why it has

not been more frequent ; 2. wky Mill fhould

hence take occafion to object that the eighth

verfe is. npt quoted by Maxirrms. For, fays

he, all the MSS. read in the eighth verfe$

s*V TO ev. B.ut this argument Js;'-not valid *

linlefs all the MSS. of all ancient writers

who quote the eighth verfe, retain the pre-

pofiti.on, which we have juft feen not to be

the facl.

In treating of the Latin fathers, .
I fhall

have occaiion to examine more fully thefub-

je6t of this allegorical interpretation. In the

meaii time I pafs to your next Greek witnefs

(next in the order of time) Euthymius :Ziga-

benu.s, who in his *P^0f/^i;D6gmatica.Or-
thodoxae Fidei " thus refers to this verfe of

St. John. , fhe term ONE denotes things, the

effence. and nature of which are thefame, andyet
the perfons are different^ as in this in/lance, AND
THREE ARE ONE."

* Compare Ephef. VI, u -17.
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Here,, Sir, I mean to furprize you with my
liberal conceffions. I grant that this paffage

relates to the Trinity. And if it be ,a .quota-
,

,
..'.... J ' -

- v - - Jl- .-'..

tion from fcripture, I will grant that it , is

the claufe of i John V. 7. But before we
admit this fecond -propolition, I canjiot help

complaining -that you have been lefs civil

than Martin, who produces the Greek ori-

ginal from a MS. in the French's king's

library : TO \v

pev

W TO, KAI TA TPIA EN. You might have

made your Englifh look fomewhat better by

rendering, .And THE three are one. But you
will forgive me if I doubt a little whether

Euthymius really meant this for a quotation

of our verfe, becaufe he fo greatly varies the

cxpreflion. The verb fubftantive, and pro-

noun, are omitted, and the mafculines turned

into neuters. Thefe orthodox divines were

furely very inaccurate in their quotations of

a moil important paflage. Would a mere

Englifh reader think that an author quoting
thefe words : And the three (things) one (thing)

could poffibly mean to quote this fentence :

And thefc three (perfons) are one (thing) f

Eucherius



^Eiiclierius indeed reads the eighth, and Et'he-

rlus both the feventh and eighth verfes, with

tria in the neuter ; but I know no Greek

writer who -has done the feme in either of

the verfes".

Though this I think might be 2 fufficient

objection, wnlefs Euthymius had formally

declared his quotation to be a part of fcrip-

ture, I mall not think much to examine more

deeply into the matter. Poor Martin, turn-

ing over the Latin tranflation of Euthymhis7

law in the margin a reference to I John V.

and finding it contained fomething like the

feventh verfe, triumphantly added it to his

cloud of witneffes. But the moft ridiculous

errors find fomebody or other to receive and

vend them for precious truths.

' \ \ r/ '/ A \ C \ tf

awe; TOV ouoiov ot,yzi c/eoj ug TOV

The Latin tranflation is fo confufed, that

I mould have wondered if Martin, whofe

talent for the languages was none of the

happieft, had underftood it ; though he might
have feen caufe to doubt of his own con-

r.rudl:ion of the paffage, if he had confidered

it with a little more attention or read a little

farther.

A friend
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A friend of mine, whofe name I mould

happy to mention, lent,me a copy of the

Greek edition of this fame Euthymius Ziga-,

beims, published at Tergovifto in 1710. The-

place you have quoted is extant in this edi-

tion^ fol. 28. col. 34. Here follows a literal'

tranflation.
v

" The word one is applied, i. to

things homoufian, where there is a. famenefs .

of nature, but a difference of perfons, as in.

this phrafe. And the three are one ; 2. to things,

heteroiifian, where there is a famenefs of per-

fons, but a difference of natures, -as in. this
1

phrafe, And loth together are one^Mi by nature9

but by conjunction"-\
-' :

, Eyery reader, even if I flopped here,"would

fee that if the latter quotation be' not'in ferip-

ture, in all probability neither is the former.

But the latter certainly is not. -Therefore I

conclude the fame of the former. Who-

knows how many of the authors, now loft,

from whofe works Euthymius extracted ma-

terials for his Panoply, expreffed their faith

in the fame form of words ? The defenders

of the difputed yerfe catch greedily at every

place where the Fathers ufe the expreffioa of
" Three are one," as if fuch expreffions could

, . . not
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not but proceed from this verfe, whereas the

contrary fuppofition is infinitely more pro-

bable, that the verfe proceeded from- fiich!

expreffions of the Fathers.

Let us refume our tranflation. -}-" As-'one

is a word varioufly ufed ; for we fay, one in

number, as Peter : one in fpecies, as man ;

one in genus, as animal. Thus alfo with re-

fpect to two ; we fay, two in number, as

Peter arid Paul : two in fpecies, as man and

horfe : two in genus, as effence and colour*

When therefore we fpeak of Chrifl as two^

we do not call him two in number, but one

in number by the unity of perfbn, and two

in fpecies, that is, in nature, by the duality

of natures ; for Gregory the divine fays, and

loth together are one, not by nature, but by con-

junffion" When I came to this fentence, I

quickly conjectured (and who would not con-

jecture ?) that fiiicfc the fecond of thefe quo-
tations bore the fuperfcription of Gregory

Nazianzen, the firft too might iffue from the

fame mint. And, to my unfpeakable com-

fort, I found my conjecture right. The

fecond of the paflages is in Vol. I. Orat.

XXXVI. p, 582. D. ; the firft,- Orat.XXXIX.

p. 630,
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p. 630. B, Having been always extremely

fond of Gregory, I cannot forbear tranfcribing

as much of the context as may enlighten- the

reader. * 4 But when I fpeak, may lightening,

as it were, flafh around you, from the three

lights and one of God : three, according: toO ' O
their proprieties

or hypoftafes, if any prefer

that word, or perfons (for we will have no

quarrel about names, fo long as the fyllables?

direct us to the fame fenfe), and one, accord--

ing to the consideration of their efTence orp

Godhead : for it is divided indivifibly, if I

may ufe the expreffion, and connected divi-

fibly*. t
For the Godhead is one in three,

and the three are one ; thofe [three] in which

the Godhead is, or, to fpeak more accurately,

which the Godhead is : but we will avoid

exceffes and defects ; neither turning the

unity into confuu*on, nor the diftinction' into

feparation. Far be from us both -the con-

junction of Sabellius, and the divifion of

Arius, eyils diametrically oppofite, and equally

* *E ? yap Iv
TftcrJv 5 fia*J? KAI TA TPIA EN, tek.vt oT? 5

fitoTJl?, n rays :

axfifisrspot eiwei'i!, a vt QSOTW. See tOO Ofat.

XX^VH.p.598, A. .LI. p,739 . B. ..-.,-.-

partaking
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partaking of impiety." And in";the next-page,
w There is then one God in three [perTons},._

and the three are one; >s. WE SAID." ;

I believe that Mr. Travis himfelf will ex>:

cuie me from any farther examination of this

authority. But fince I have promifed to; pro-

duce every argument that to my knowledge
has been or may be urged againft me, I nvu{b

not conceal that in the fame edition of Eu-

thymius, fol. 112. col. i. a part of the epiftle

of John is thus quoted.
" And it is the Spirit

that beareth tvitnefs, lecaufe the
Spirit,

is truth*

For there are three that bear record in heaven ,

the Father, the Word, and the Holy G-hoft, and .

thefe three are one. And there are three that

bear record on earthy the
fpirity

and the water,

and the blood, and the three agree in one. If

we receive the whnefs of men, the
ivitnefs of

God is greater* See now again, how the

preacher of truth calls the Spirit by nature

God and of God, fop having faid that it is

the Spirit of God that witnefles, a little onr

ward he adds, the witnefs of God is greater,

How then is he a creature, &c." ...

, Upon this paffage I obferve, firft, that an
1

author who adopts this rea-foning muft have

been
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been ignorant of the feventh verfe. How
could he otherwife have miffed the opportu-

nity of infilling upon the connitmeration of

the three perfons, the afiertion of their joint

teftimony and of their unity ? Euthymius's

reafbning at prefent receives all its vigour

from the clofe conjunction of the fixth,

eighth, and ninth veffes, and is only clogged

by the infertion of the feventh.

Secondly, I obferve, that all-thefe tefti-

monies and arguments Euthymius profefles,

f. 109. c. 4. to copy from Cyril's Thefaurus.

I have feen this quotation with my own eyes

in Cyril's Thefaurus, but inflead of the fe-.

venth and eighth verfes not a word more

than, For there are three that bear record, the

Jpirit, the water, and the blood, and the three

are one.

Thirdly, I obferve, that the Latin tranfia-

tion (Tit. XII. near the end) thus reads the

place : Et
Spiritus eft qul Deitm. Spiritum veri-

tatem effe teftalur. ^uonlam tres funt qui tefil-

momum qferunt, fpiritus, aqua, et fanguis, et

hi tres unum funt. Si tejlimomum, &c. The
tranflator therefore had not the verfe in his

Greek copy. But wherever I fet my fteps,

I ftum-
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I ftumbte upon ffefh examples of

This translator, thottgh more modeft than hia

brother the Greek editor, could not reuft the

pleafure of inferting the wordDeum contrary

to the text of fcfipture,- and the fcope of his

author's argument. When (hall we ceafe to

give our' adverfaries occafion of reproaching
us with pious fraud on the one hand, or

childifti credulity on the other i

Fourthly, I obferve, that three MSS. of
, / f

Euthymius, collated by Mr^ Matthaei *, ex-

a6tly agree with Cyril, except that one has a

very flight variation. To thefe I add another

in the Bodleian, which I myfelf -infpedtedj

and a fifth in the library of Trinity college^

Cambridge, of which an extract is now lying

before me. So far therefore is Euthymius

Zigabenus from having employed this wea-

pon againft the heretics, that on the contrary

it is plain he never had it to employ. It was

not to be found in the fhops of thofe artifi-

cers of faith, who furnifhed him with the

materials for his Panoply.

* On the Catholic Epiftles, p. 142143.
/

. >

From
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From Euthymius to your Apoftolos, that

is, from one interpolation to another, is a

gentle tranfition. Newton had faid, tfhe Greeks

received it (i John V. 7*) not till this prefent

age, when the Venetians fent it amongst them m
printed books (meaning this Apoftolos). Upon.

this you aik two fapient queftions,
" Was

the Apoftolos not known to the Greeks till

this prefent age ? Was the Apoftolos a printed

book ?" i. You might have recollected that

Newton's Diflertation was written in the laft

century, in the beginning of which the Apo-
ftolos was printed at Venice. 2. Yes, Sir,

the Apoftolos is a printed book, fo far as it is

an authority for the difputed verfe. Newton

knew that the printed book contained the

verfe, but he had reafon to declare it an in-

terpolation. For he tells us, from the infor-

mation of fome of his acquaintance, that

the MSS. Lectionaries of the Greeks omitted

the verfe ; and that the Greeks, wheii they
were attacked on this fubjecl:, appealed to

.

their printed copies, and affirmed that it was

erafed by the Arians.

Your ingenious idea that the ancient Greek

Church from.th'e fifth century acknowledged
this
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this verfe, becaufe it is now in their Apofto-

los, refts upon this foundation, that the read-

ings of the Apoftolos have never been altered.

But La Cro^e fays, and with truth I believe,

that ecclefialHcal books are more fubject to

alterations than others. Your reafoning upon
this affertion is fo curious, thatlconfefs my-
felf unable to underftand it^ You aik, whe-

ther the church would at any time infert a

reading which fhe did not believe to be ge-

nuine. Suppofe that fhe would not; yet in.

cafe of various readings, the church would,

fometimes from hafte, fometimes from igno-

rance, fometimes from indolence, Ibmetirnes

from a blind obedience to the dictates of a

leader who pretended to fuperior learning or

holinefs, give a fpurious reading the fancYion

of her authority.
ml

1 cannot allow the Greek church to have

been fo nice and critical as vou would make
*/

her, becaufe I ihould then cede to her the

palm of learning and fidelity, to which, I

firmly believe, our church has an equal right.

But if we may judge from ourfelves, the

overfeers of the Greek church gave them-

felvcs little trouble about genuine readings

ill
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k

in the public fervice, provided nothing hete-

rodox was admitted. In one of the early

editions of our Bible, with the Common

Prayer prefixed, the text of the N. T. marks

i John V, 7. as doubtful ; in the gofpel for 4w&&
the firft Sunday after Eafter it is printed in

the fame character, and no fufpicion iniinu-

ated. To which I may add, that we have

now for more than two hundred years been

proving the doctrine of our XXIXth article

by a fpurious quotation from Auguftine.

In the year 1 200 the Archbifhop of Lyons
lent an humble petition to the chapter-gene-

ral of Citeaux, praying that the gofpei con-

cerning the paffion of our Lord might be

corrected. An abbot was accordingly ordered

to make inquiry, and communicate the refult

to the next chapter, The chapter's order is

thus expreffed :
" Scribatur in textu Matthias!

Evangeliftas, ubi deeft ; Diviferunt Jibl vefti-

menta*"

The biographer of Lanfranc *, Archbifhop
of

.Canterbury, tells us, that his. Grace cor-i
*

*
Wetjlein Proleg. p. 85.

\

refted



re&ed the Old and N..T. and the writings

of the holy Fathers, according to the orthodox

faith. Can we wonder that men thus affected,

when they found a text which apparently

fuited their purpofe, ftruggling into notice,

but not yet generally received, mould be

biafled by their preconceived opinions, and

endeavour to give it currency among their

fpiritual fubjeds by the ftamp of their own

approbation.

If our Apojftolos, which the perpetual de-

mand of the church would multiply in num-

berlefs copies, conftantly retained this verfe

from the fifth century, by what fate or chance

has every transcriber forgot to reftore it to

the other MSS. which were not intended for

public fervice. The critics complain that the

Evangeliftaries and Leftionaries have often

transfufed their readings into the other MSS,

But in this cafe the two ftrearns of the pub-

lic and private MSS. have flowed as diftmfe

and unmingled as Alpheus and the ocean.

Of the MS. Leclionaries that have been, col-

lated, none contain the three heavenly wit-

neffes. If therefore it were certain that the

copy from which the Apoftolos'was printed,

did



did contain them, the queflipn- would be-,

which authority we ought to follow ?

Newton's appeal to the Greek MSS. you
with your 'accuftomed civility call, not an

argument, but an aiTertion too extravagant

for a ferious refutation. For you fay, p. 259.
" How a Greek MS, omitting i John V. 7.

copied out at Paris or Rome in the tenth

century, can be a, proof that the verfe was

wanting in the MSS, that Jerome ufed at

Paleftine in the fourth century, is utterly in-

conceivable." If you cannot conceive this,

your conceptions are very narrow; This ob-

fervation, however, of yours, applied to the

,Apoftolos, will be as proper as it is now af-

ford. " How a Lectionary printed at Venice

in the feventeenth, century, fourfoore years

after i John V. 7. had been inferted in the

Greek editions of the N.-.T. can be a proof

that the fame verfe was extant in all the

MS.Lectionaries fro.m the fifth century down-

ward, is utterly inconceivable J"

The Apoitolos, Sir, was interpolated in

printing. You will perhaps bring your old

argument, which is nearly worn out, upon
the ftage, .that if the editor inferted this verfe

without



without the authority of MSS. he was a cheat.

But he was not a cheat, and therefore, &c.

This kind concern for the moralitv of editors
j

I greatly admire. But I do not accufe the

editor of being a cheat. Who ever called

R. Stephens a cheat, becaufe he retains many

readings in his edition, which he found in

no MS. ? Every editor, unlefs he makes ac-

tual profeffion to the contrary, is at liberty

to follow the text of his predeceflbrs. Com-

mon readers are ignorant what licence edi-

tors take in reforming the text of MSS.

to their own notions of corredhiefs, The
Venetian overfeer of the prefs, having been

long familiar with the vulgar reading, would

naturally fuppofe the omiflion to be a mere

error of the "copier. He would doubtlefs have

a printed N. T. at hand, for the greater eafe

and quicker difpatch. When he came to this

place, if he had any regard for the credit of

the printed editions, or for the fineft paffage

in fcripture, he would add it to the Apofto-

los, and inftead of thinking himfelf guilty

of rafhnefs or pious fraud, would plume him-

felf on his zeal and vigilance in the caufe of

orthodoxy. The inftances of interpolation

which
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which I have produced in the Syriac veriion,

the Slavonic, and the editions of Euthymius,

will infufe into any reafonable man a diftrufl

of publifhers who conceal the authority upon
which they at in cautions iilence. All edi-

tions, as well of fcripture as of books where-

fcripture is quoted, that give a text without

notes or various readings, are by themfelves

incompetent witneffes. TheJefs fcandal they

give to the Simplicity of the vulgar, the more

they excite the fulpicions of the learned.

The confeffion of faith, though I cannot

tell when it was firft made, is, I am fure,

too late to have any weight. The modern

Greek verfion only ferves to mew wkh what

eagernefs this verfe was every where received

.as foon as it was known.

When I think on the miferable poverty of

Greek authorities under which you labour,

I am aftonimed that you would not accept

the additional teftimonies offered by Benge-

lius, Wetftein, and Mr. Griefbach, Bengelius
^wimes to draw over to his party Irenaeus,

Clemens Alexandrinus, Athenagoras, and Ba~

ill ; but they are fo my, that he is obliged to

ufe



ufe violence ; and even then they perform
their work in a very aukward manner. The

place from Bafil looks moft like our verfe,

Deus, et Ferbum^ et Spirhus, una Deltas et fola

adoranda. If this be a quotation of i John
V. 7. no verfe has greater plenty of evidence

to boaft, for it is quoted by every ancient

writer who has exprefled his belief in

three perfons and one God. A fcholion

afcribed to Origen on Pfalm CXXIII. 2.

A.OVXOI KVptMV TTC&lpOg KUt VIOU
TTVtUftlX

KKl

ffuioicrKvi $s KVpitx^ TOD dyiou 'Trvsuparos y

Ta ^s
r^ta Kvpiog o 9zo$ yfjLuv Iftv, ol yaQ T(*g TO

iV eicriv. T'he fpirit and the body are fervants to

their ma/lers, the Father and Son ; the foul is

maiden to her miftrefs, the Holy Qhojl ; the three

is (or are) our Lord God\ FOR THE THREE

ARE ONE. The critical chemiflry that could

extract the dodlrine of the Trinity from this

place, muft have been exquifitely refining.

Andreas Cretenfis, KCU ra
rgtq MS 9sG$, rot Iv

,cTg y Qtorviq. Taken from 'Gregory Nazianzea

above quoted. The Nomocanon published

by Cotelerius, aura ru, rtot, TT^O \v TCIVTO&

TO,

I hardly
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I hardly know whether I ought to men-

tion the Philopatris, a dialogue written early

in the fourth century^ and falfely afcribed to

Lucian, where the ChrrfHan Trinity is thus

ridiculed :
" The high-ruling Godthe Son

pf the Father, the Spirit proceeding, from the

Father, one of .three and three of one, think

ihefe to he Jupiter, believe this to be God."

To which the other anfwers,
" You teach

me to fwear in arithmetic; one three and

three one; I know not what you mean."

Cave* is fb overjoyed at this teftimony, that

he undertakes to prove from it the genuine-

nefs of the three heavenly witneiles ; and,

having finifhed his talk to his own fatisfac-

tion, concludes moil: mathematically, ^uod
erat demonstrandum. Either my eye-fight, is

dimmer than Cave?

s, or my reafon lefs trac-

table, or my faith weaker; for many years

fince, while I had no heretical fcruples about -

the verie in queftion, I read this dialogue

without difcovering any allufion, Bifhop

Eugenius too, who publiflied Jofeph Bryen-

nius, and franflated Virgil's Georgics into

*
Hi^Lit. Tom. I. p. 1 7,

Greek .
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Greek hexameters, feems to be of my opi-

nion-; for after mentioning Cave's demonftra-..

lion? he. adds,
* Sed gentilem ilium auftorem

relinquamus, qiti for/item non ex Joannis eptftola,

fed ex propalato jam tune Chrljlianorum dog-

mate unitatem nature cum 'fnnitate -fubfan-

nare fcUrriliter intendebat. But if you, Sir,

think you can make any ufe of this autho-

rity, I beg you not to {land upon ceremony.
TT V V V ~ ^ \
S^OIVK yaa roc, ruv (piAuv.

I allow, however, that two Greek writers

do quote this verfe in full and exprefs terms,

Emamiel Calecas-}- and Jofeph Bryenniusi-
Both eminent for antiquity and fidelity. Ca-

lecas wrote about the middle of the fourteenth

century, and Bryennius at the beginning of

the fifteenth. I fhall have occafion hereafter

to mention Calecas. At prefent I fhall only

obferve, that the Acts of the Lateran council

having been then long tranflated into Greek,

it is more wonderful that fo few, than that

fo many .Greeks have quoted the difputed

* Fragm, Epift. ad Matthaei Praef. ad Epift. Cath.

p. LVIII.

f P. 217. Ed. Coteler.

Tom. I. p. 241. ed, Lipf. 1768.
verfe.
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verfe. As tq Bryennius, he manifeftly bor-

rows from the Latin veriion. He reads

o ypt$oq in the fixth verfe, inftead of TO KVW-

fjict.,
and omits the claufe of the eighth verfe.

And fince he quotes Thomas Aquinas in ano-

ther place*, I doubt not but that he was alib

indebted to him for this piece 'of informa-

tion.

Let us now review the troops which you
are leading to this dangerous battle, i. A
Synopfis of the firft epiflle of John, attri-

buted to Athanafius, or Euthalius, or Sophro-

nius, which quotes II. 23: to prove the unity

of the Father with the Son. 2. A Dialogue,

at leaft as old as the feventh century, written

by Maximus or fomebody elfe, which quotes

the laft words of the eighth verfe, and ap-

plies them to the Trinity. 3. Euthymius

Zigabenus, 'who quotes thefe words,
" And

the three are one," from Gregory Nazianzen's

Oration on the holy Lights, and has been

imce compelled by his editor to quote i John
V. 7. 4, 5. Calecas, who probably bor-

rowed the verfe from the Lateran council ;

* Tom, I. p. 322.

and



and Bryehnius, who certainly borrowed it

from the Vulgate. 6. Laftly, a Lectionary

printed at Venice in the year 1602, which

Behgelius pronounces
" to be in this place

certainly interpolated from the Latin ; for the

leflbn in the Arabic verfion, for the fame day
of the fame week, knows nothing of the

verfe."

Whether fo fmall, faint-hearted, and mu-

tinous a band, can make head againft the

enemy's hoft, I will endeavour to calculate,

when I have concluded my account of the

Latin writers.

LETTER
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L E T T E R X.

,1

SIR,
:; ,.

IF you ling Te Deum when you are mcift

fhamefully routed, what triumphs may we

not expe from you when you .lead your
Latins into the field, whofe firfl appearance

at leaft promifes fome mew of reliftance I

Thefe Latins I fh all divide into two cMes,
the writers before and the writers after Je-

rome's time : for all the evidence of your
Old Italic muft be given by the former fet.

You. are fenfible of the fcantinefs of your

prefent allowance, and therefore wifh to make

all the Latins down to the end of the feventh

century vouchers for this verfion. But this,

Sir, is either ignorance or fophiftry. If Je-

rome reftored the difputed verfe about the

end of the fourth century, his name was

neither fo little known, nor his authority fo

little refpected, that none of the fucceeding

writers for three hundred years would adopt

a moil
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a mod important pafiage from his edition.

You have only to prove (which you can do

'with as much eafe as you prove molt of your

petitions)
that Jerome's fiiccefibrs, though

they conilantly read and greatly efleemed his

works, refolutely rejected all his .emenda-

tions, flighted his new,edition, and ftuck to

their ancient Vulgate. In the mean time,.

your Ante-Kieronymian vvitnelTes are Tertul-

lian, Cyprian, and Phcebadius.

.Tertullian's words 1

are thefe :
" He Jhall

take (fays the Son) of mine (John XVJ. 14.)

as I myfelf of the Father's. Thus the con-

nexion of the Father in the Son, and of the

Son. in the Paraclete, makes three [perfons]

cohering one with the other, which three

are one [being, unuin\, not one [perfon, umts],

as it is written, / and my Father are one."

(John X. 30.)

As often as I read this fenten ce, fo often I

.ani aftonifhed that the words tres unum funt

(hould ever be urged as a quotation. On the

contrary, it appears to me demonflrable, that,

instead of being a quotation, they are the

words of Tertullian himfelf, and exprefsly

diftinguiflied from the words of fcripture.
.

i. Ter-
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1 Tertullian does not declare them to be

a quotation. This obje&ion, you fay, is ill-

founded ; and you prove, in five pages, that

authors often quotewithout giving notice. You
are fometimes, Sir, very amuling, when you,

provewhat no man ever denied. A few pages

farther, we mall find you proving that a quo-
tation from fcripture is often introduced witH,

// is written. But this, Sir, is not the whole of

the objection ; that Tertullian does not mark

fhefe words as a quotation, but that having
been fo accurate as to declare two paffages to

be quotations, one immediately preceding,

and one immediately fucceeding, he mould

pafs over the, words in queflion without any

remark, fuch as, inquit,
or diffium eft, or

fcriptum eft.
If the three heavenly witnefles

were, in his copy of the N. T. why does he

never appeal to them in the reft of this trea-

life, particularly in his twenty lecond chap-

ter, where he infifts, at length, on the ex-,

preffion, Ego et Pater vxvMfumus ; which he

quotes five times in the whole book ? His

argument, on this fubject, takes up half a

page of-your Appendix : yet he is
1

content

with a flight and traniient allufion to a text,

R which
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which -is twice as important as the other, anc!

By its peculiarity of expreffion, -demanded s

double fhare of his attention. Ought he not

to have .expected that the heretics would have

endeavoured to elude the force of this argu- .

..merit, and pervert it to^their own doctrine,.

-as they had perverted John X. 30 ? Would

,he not have been equally difFufe upon the plural

verb joined to the neuter fingular I Let any
man peru fe the firfl page of your Appendix,,

and he muft fee that if Tertullian had then

( two texts before him, one aflerting the unity of

,two", of the divine perfons, the other the unity

i of all the three, he mull have beenftrangely

-.forgetful, or fomething worfe, -to reafoiv fo

-niu.ch upon, his weaker -authority,? arid- fo-

r little upoii hisr;ftfonger. If In the fe^tlel a.

paflage occurs,, that might admit a doubt,

-whether it be a quotation or not, it is furely

-a circumftance of weight enough to turn the

-fcale, that nothing wasJaid of it three ch'ap-

'. ters before, where it might very ufefully have

been confronted with an unfufpe&ed quota-

. tion* ..:. - - :V

: ; 2^ In reading the Fathers, greatcaution is

', ueceffary. They often paraphrafe whatsis

i . , . ;-

"
concife ;
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.concife ; explain what is obfcure ; . fupply

what is defective; and truths divine come

mended from their pen. Often they add their

.own .corollaries to the words of Scripture, or

fp mix.their quotation with the wejb of their

argument, that without a Bible at hand, .it.is

^iifieult'to determine, where the Scripture or

-the author fpeaks* An inftanee of this may
-jbe fee.n

:

iri this very fentence of Tertullian :

HeJliallMke of mine, as I myfelf of the Father's*

If any important confequence could ,be drawn

from.'thefe laft Swords, no doubt but they

would -be defended with as much zeal, a,s the

ires unmn:Junt which follow. Nor mould I

have; wondered, y
if Cyprian, or Phoebadius

had takeix -them for the genui he words of the

Evange-Vift, and quoted them without fcruple,

upoii't'lie authority of Tertullian. And -if I
5

wgre/.difpofeel to aflert, that Tertullian's copy

ttk'th&Gofpel in John XVI. 14. added, ficut

ipfe\
de Patris, I .mould have a .better co*

lour for my opinion, than you have for yours.

But you fay, that i" ^Tertullian, after prov-

ing: the unity of the Son with the Father, by
.a quotation from St. John, proceeds to prove

the divinity of the Holy Ghoft, by . another

. R 2 quotation
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quotation from the fame St. John, which

Jhews a like unity of three perfons in jhe god-

head." I abfolutely deny the truth of the lat-

ter aflertion ; to the reft I have no obje&ion.

I allow that Tertullian, having proved the

unity of the Father and Son from St. John,

proceeds to prove the divinity of the Holy
Ghoft from the fame St. John. But he proves it

from the Gofpel, not from the Epiftle. To
avoid prolixity, I will ftate Tertullian's rea-

foiling as clearly as I can ; and I engage to

defend my expofition, as giving the only con-

fident fenfe ofwhich the words are capable.
" The unity of the Father and Son is fre-

quently declared in Scripture, but moft plainly

in JohnX. 30. Praxeas makes this an unity

of number; whereas, it ought to be inter-

preted of an unity .
of fubftance. For^ if

unity of perlbn were intended, Oh rift would

have faid, units, not unum. And the fame

fort of unity, that the Son has with the Fa-

ther, the Holy Spirit has with the Son. For

as the Son is fent by the Father, and fpeaks

the words that he receives from the Father,

ibis the Spirit fent by the Son, and fpeaks

the words that Ke receives from the Son ; as

the
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the Son himfelf affirms :

s

He Jhall glorify me,

for he Jhall receive of mine. Whatever unity,

therefore, there is ofthe Father and Son, the

fame is the unity of the Son and Spirit ; confe-

quently, the fame is the unity of all the three-;

which three are, therefore, one. When I

fay one, I mean not one perfon, but one fub-

flance. And for this reafon, to avoid the iub-

tilties of Praxeas, I ufe the Latin word unum^

not unus ; in which I conform myfelf to the

fcriptural phrafe, and apply the fame expref-

lion to the three perfons, that the Scripture

itfelf has applied to two."

If Tertullian had propofed to himfelf, to

declare his belief of the Trinity, in imitation

of John X. 30. he could not have invented a

form of words different from the form that he

has chofen. He could not fay, ires unusfunty

much lefs, ires unus
eft ; becaufe, he then

would, by his own confeffion, feem to favour

the hereiy of Praxeas. But, as his words

now ftand, the imitation is perfect: ; and the

very order of the fubjecl:, predicate, and verb,

exactly obfcrved. I fhall therefore affirm^

that Tertullian, not only does not quote thelfe

magic words, ires unumfunt^ from St. John,
R 3 but
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but that he plainly confefTes them 'to be his

own, and defends them by the analogy of

Scripture.

Moftof the editions of Tertullian read, trep

tinumfmt, which would rather flrengthen my
cable. But I fhall make no ufe of this read^

Ing, becaufe it might eaiily be a mifiake of

the copiers, or, perhaps, oftheprefs. Ter-

tullian "has alfo bten thought to refer to'

I John V. 7.
in two other places, de Pu*

dicitia 21, c. Praxearri 30. Concerning
thefe two places I fhall fay nothing-; whether

becanfe I think them of too much.confe-

quence, or of too little, I leave, Sir, to your

fagacious conjecture,

Eucherius, after proving the Trinity from

Pfalm XXXIII. 6. and other texts, con-*

eludes thus,
"

Ergo Pater ex quo omnia, Fi-

lius per quern ornriia, Spiritus Sanftus in quo

omnia, ficut et Apoflolus dicit, (Rom. XL .3 6.)

^uomam ex
ipfo

et per iffum,
et in

ipfo funt om~

nla, ifji gloria in fecula feculorum" .The con-

flruclion of this .fentence, .is the fame as of

the paliage in Tertullian, But it is clear,

that the words immediately preceding faut^

are Eucherius's own, which he juftifies by
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the fubfequent authority. In like manner*

the words immediately preceding quomodo, are

Tertullian's own, which he" juftifies by the

fubfequent authority. I requeftthe reader to

bear this place in mind, when I examine

Cyprian's teftimony .

. Phoebadius (excufe me for violating chro-

nology ) plainly imitates Tertullian, as Ben-

Uelius obferves, and therefore, is not a diir

tincl: evidence. If you object, with Benge-

lius, that the particle qma implies -a;,quota-

tion,, I anfwer, i. That this is tpp fleixder. a

-prefumptioa to fupport an argument. Or if

it muft be a quotation, it is a quotation from

Tertullian. 2. If I allowed it to be meant for

a quotation of Scripture, you could then, only

prove, that Phoebadius had read Cyprian, or

fome author who had read Cyprian. 3. The
editions vary, fome retaining, others omit-

ting quia. .

.Upon Cyprian, therefore, the whole la-

bour of fupporting this verfe is devolved. He
feems to quote it in two places. One of thefe

.receives all its' ;force from the other ;. and if

Cyprian lhall -not appear to have quote^
4L. John V. 7. Ill his treatife ,de Unitate, neir

k

- : R 4 ther
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ther will he appear to have quoted it in his

epiftle to Jubaianus. I allow, that by faying,
" Of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft, it

is written, nd thefe (or the) three are one"

Cyprian affirms, the words which follow, it

h written^ to be extant in Scripture. Why
would he not quote the entire feventh verfe,

as we have it at prefent ? Alas ! what un-s

kind and perverfe mortals were thefe holy

fathers ! Half a minute more time, half an

inch more parchment, would have cleared up
all doubts, eftablimed the wavering, con*-

founded the gain-fayers, and faved a multi-

tude of fouls. But whether through envy,
or hafle, they huddled the moft important

texts into the (horteft cornpafs, though they
are tedious and dirFufe upon others, where we
could have wifhed them to be more concife.

It has been made a question, ever fince the

time of Simon, whether Cyprian quotes our

prefent feventh verfe, or only applies the eighth

by a myftical interpretation to the Trinity ?

The fecond fiippofition is fo ftrongly {up-

ported, by the authority of Facundus, that

you will find fome difficulty in fetting afide

histeftimony, Facundus himfelf, interpretr
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ing the fpirit,
water and blood of the Fa-

ther, Son, and Holy Ghoft, at laft feems ap-

prehenfive that his adverfaries may poffibly

objeft to his explanation ; he, therefore, re-

ferves as his ftrongeft argument, the autho-

rity of Cyprian : ,'* Aut fi forfitan ipfi Trini-

tatem, quae unus Deus eft, nolunt intelligi,

fecunduni ipfa verba, quae pofuit pro Apo&
tolo Joanne, refporideant -Quod tamen Jo-

annis Apoftoli teftimoniumB.CyprianusCar-

thaginenfis antifles et martyr, in epiftpla five

libro quern, de Unitate fcripfit, de Patre,. et

Filio, etSpiritu San&o didum intelligit. Ait

enim ; .Dicit Dominus, EGO ET PATER UNUM
SUMUS ; et iterum de Patre, et F/7/i?, et.Spiritu

Sanfto fcriptum ejl^
ET HI TRES UNUM SUNT.'*

Such a thundering proof as this, left no room

for objelion ; in the progrefs, therefore, of

his difpute, he refers to this place again, and

takes it for granted, that he has undeniably

proved his point.
" Nam fie ecclefia Chrjfti,

etiam cum necdum ad diftincl:ionem Patris

ct Filii et Spiritus Sancli uteretur nominei

perfonae, tres credidit et praedicavit, P. et F.

et Sp. S. ficut teftimonio Joannis fupra- docun

mus, quo di&um eft ; fres funt qulteftlmo-

dant in terra, fpirltHs^ aqua et fangu/'s9 et
^ U



Wires urium font" I mall now defire the

leader to confider your modeft affertion, p;

46. 82. that "' vvhat Facundus or Cyprian

underftood, concerning the eighth verfe, is

immaterial to the difpute about the feventh.'?

On the contrary, I affirm, that Facundus,

urging the heretics with the diftiiictioH

of perfbns in the Trinity, which is taught
in the eighth verfe, and confirming his

explanation by this very paffage of Cyprian^

ihews, firft, that he himfelf knew nothing of

the feventh verfe ; and, fecondly, that Cy-

prian, in his opinion, knew no more, but ex*

traced the doctrine of the Trinity from the

eighth. Could Facundus, with a text before

his eyes that would have gained him an eafy

victory over his enemies, labour through fe<-

Veral pages to bend this untra&able verfe to

his purpofe ?
" The Spirit," fays he,

"
fig-

nifies the Father, for God is a Spirit9 (John

IV. 24*) the water, the Holy Ghoft (fee

John VII. 37. 38.) the blood, the Son, he

alone of the Holy Trinity partaking of flefh

and blood." If the feventh verfe was then in

the generality of the- Latin copies, Facundus

had not only loft his wits, to ufe a weak rea*

fon, when he had a ftronger to produce,, but

his
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his honefty too, in forcing an abfiird inter-.

pretation of fcripture upon Cyprian, which

he well knew to be his own, and not Cy-

prian's.

'

.

Why then might not Cyprian give the

fenfeof i John V. 8. in his own words, and

fay, Of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft, h is.

Written, THESE THREE ARE ONE ? To thlS

queftion you anfwer, in Hou'yhnhiim lan-

guage, that "
Cyprian would then hzvefaid

the thing which was not- ; that he would have

been guilty of an intentional falsehood; a

fuppofition altogether monftrous and abomin-

able." You might have a little lowered theie

tragical outcries, if you had considered, that

the goodnefs, or badnefs, of every ationnlay
be confidered in two lights ; with refpect to

the quality of the action itfelf, and to the'in--

tention of the agent* That Cyprian fet down.

his own fenfe of the eighth verfe with an in-

tention to miilead his readers, is an odious^

and, unlefs it be well fupported, an abomina^

Me aceufatioii. But who accufes Cyprian of

a deliberate falfehood ? This is your con*

fiant refuge, when argument fails you, to re-1

all your pathos, the -injury done

to



to illuftrious characters, fuch as Cyprian, Stu-

nica, Stephens, Beza, &c. .

If Cyprian gave his own fenfe of a particu-

lar verfe, and faid, So it is written, though

he might oecafion error in others, I mould

not, without very ftrong, reafons, fufpect him

of abfolute fraud. I wifh, indeed, that it

were the cuftom to quote with more accuracy ;

but we know too well, that all authors (and

frequently in controverfy) quote, not the

very words, but the fenfe and fcope of them,

Or what they take ,to be the fenfe, and fome

times without warning the reader. If I had

faid in my III Letter, p. 42. that you pro-

fefs, p. 1 1. 1 6. a willingnefs to believe thatMr.

Gibbon, upon a certain occaiion, would have

acted like a knave, fhould I have been guilty of

fraud, becaufe I had quoted your words ac-

cording to what I thought to be their true

meaning ? I would not be underftood to de-

fend this practice univerfally ; I think it

blameable in general, and often productive of

great miftakes. All that I aver is, that it

merits no harfher name, where no evil inten-

tion appears, than inaccuracy. Whatever I

conceive to be, the real import of a paflage, I

have
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have a right to fet down in what words Iv

choofe, fo long as I believe it to be the true

fenfe, and mean to miflead nobody. Facun-

dus has the following fentence :
"

Joannes

Apoflolus in epiftola fua dePatre, -et F/7/0, et

Splritu Sanftofa ^'dkli\ TRES SUNT QUI TES-

TIMONIUM DANT * ---ET Hi' TRES 17NUM

SUNT." If Facundus had only quoted thefe

words, and not been imprudent enough to

quote and explain at length, he would have

been with you a pbfitive evidence for the au-

thenticity of the feventh verfe ; but at pre-

fent, unhappily, the break is filled up with *

m terra Spiritus aqua etfa'nguh. I would ob-

ferve,' that Facuudus ufes the word dicti, and

is juft as peremptory in the application of the

eighth verfe to the Trinity, as Cyprian -is ia

the application X)f his fuppofed feventh. A

t ARATOR fays, A. A. If. 909. Hit Judaa vacans

fterttis , qua: DiciTUR ar&sr, Exfpeftafa iribus frufium
rum attulit annis, &c. Here is Judaea faid to be called the

barren tree in fcripture, as pofitively as, et tres tinumfuntt

is faid by Cyprian, to be written of the Father, Son, and

Holy Ghoft. But no man in his fenfes, I hope, will

contend that Arator's .copy of Lufce XIII. added a formal

application of the parable to Judaa;-

little



iittle after Facundus fay?, f* Noh .ergo, alt--

Jpannes .Apoftolus loquens
de Patre, et Filio,

et Spiritu Sanffo, TRES SUNT PERSONS QU.E

TESTIFICANTUR, &c." Facundus, we fee,

affirming that the Appftle fpeaks; of..fhe-Tti"

nitj, affirms it in terms equally forcible with

Cyprian's fcriptumeft, and yet we are certain

that Facundus applies only the eighth yerfe;

,we have, therefore, a right to conclude, that

-Cyprian does the fame. If Facundus had

. been as referved as. Cyprian, an d only quoted

a part of the eighth verfe, as I have done for

him ; if then the teftimony of a later; writer

ihould be produced to this.effect, Q
mum B. Facundus de Patre, Fili&, et

Sanffio 'diffum mtelligit^ you- would rejet it

with as much'.contempt} arid as little reafon,

as now .you reject the fame teftimony given

by Facundus concerning Cyprian.

Was the allegorical method of interpreta-

tion uncommon among the fathers? No;
we know that they employed it without fcru-

ple in all points, whether of doctrine or

morals. Bengelius, it is true, feeois to think

that the primitive fathers, or at leaft .Cyp-

rian, were not tainted with the contagion ,of

:

allegory.
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" That the reader *
may judge of

this the better, I will tranfcribe the words

that follow, the former quotation. T'he
'Scrip*

ture faysy OF HIS COAT, BECAUSE FROM-THE

UPPER PART IT WAS NOT SEWED, BUT WOVEN

THROUGHOUT, \ THEY SAID, LET US NOT DI*

VIDE IT, BUT CAST LOTS FOR IT. 1*he COat

carried unity, coming, from the upper part,, thai

is;, from heaven and. from the Father, which

could in no. wife he rent by him that received ifj

&c. Again, in his treatife on the Lord's

Prayer r W$ f

jind'
;

t'hat ~D.aniel and the three chil-

dren') chofefor their hours- 'of prayer,
, the third

Jixth and ninth, a Jign of the myjlery of the

trinity, which was to be revealed in after times.

What wonder, that
s
a writer .of this;,.ftamp,

ihould forcibly apply thefe words, tres unum

font, to the Trinity, though he: were^ wholly

j'gnorant of the feventh verfe." ;

:
:

In truth, the allegorical interpretations of

the fcnpture, given by the ancient writers,

are fo numerous, that it would be endlefs to

purfue.-them, I (hall content rnyfelf with

three of the moft ingenious, and mofl ptrti-

'...* Grlejbach., ,
Tom- II- p. 230* .'

& ;
- nent
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flent to the fubje&. Ecclefiaft. IV. 12* A
threefold cord is not quickly broken. This is

explained by Origeu, Bafil, Jerome, and

Ambrofe, of the Trinity. If any of thefe

able divines had thus exprefled himfelf :
" Of

the unity of the Trinity it is written : A
threefold cord, &c." who would pronounce
him guilty of an intentional falfehood ? None,
I am perfuaded, except Martin and yourfelf,

whofe feelings on thefe fubje&s are painfully

acute.

" When * Chrift fays to his difciples, that

three loaves ought to be given to him that

* ARATOR A&. Apoft. II. 896.

Difcipulis quod Chriftus ait, jam no&e roganti

Tres panes debere dari : nox ifta profe&o eft

Mundus, ut hie fiquis verbi defideret efcas,

Exhibeas, quaefite, dapes, doceafque volentem,

Quod Pa ;:er et Natus, quod Sanftus Spiritus unus

Sint Deus, et numerum triplicet fubftantia fimplex.

Nee fcmel hocpiajuflacanunt. Angariat, inquit,

Te quicunque petens, ut pergas praevius unum,
Cetera vade fimul duo millia : nonne videntur

Hoc mandata loqui ? fi quis te confulit errans

Jgnarufque vise, quid fit Deus, edere mails,

Prode Patrem, fubjunge libens, quod Filius, ct quod

Spiritus eft almus, numero ti
k

es et tamen unus.

afks



afks by .nigHt (Like-XL 5.) that night is

the world, in which >f;

any defires the meat

of the word,
1

you ought to produce your

ftores, and teach him, -that the Father^ thb

Son, -and the Holy Spirit* are one God-, a

iingle fubftance in a f<

triple nurnber/ The
facred -precepts -Repeat "this more than ohcei.

Whoever preffes you one mile, go with hira

allb the' other f two- ;^
;

(Matth. V;

. ~4?W)
:does

,he not feem to fay ;Y if any man -in error

afks you, what God is, jtell hiiii' that- he is

firft the Fatherj next Subjoin tte he is i the

Sori ; alad the gracious Spirit, three in number

and yeii o'rie." - : .("r ,-y.r. ...;;. i-; -i^-n :;i>.:--.v

-

-/If-
1 one of thb -iFat-hers had' writteti this

feriteiice;:'
'" Our Saviour "faid toShe Jewlffi.

ilM&^ "i 'lei-no fruit '.gr&w
:on 'ihee '^hencejorwdr^

for &bfry <an acpufer would be
;

ridiculous^

'

^hafge
r

'hirn rwith;

^haykig^ quoted
r that^hefe words^re M

^ Bui how ^iSiuch

that the Father had certainly an additional

paragraph,jn .Jiisr capy,^where: our Saviour
Jl O * * ^ ,- Ok '-! - .-. j* * >-^ X ^ i * *'' *'" *> " : ->-'.-/

thus ipoke to the Jews, or at leaft an addi-

tional
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tionat veffe explaining the allegory ; ahcf

that to &i{gQ& the. holy man of giving hit

owa Interptetation for the words of fcripture*

wouId rbe "Mottftwus- and abominable ! ......
',>/ _-:, -

I
*

Lord .-Shaftefbury;
3* thus- blafphemoufly

1

derides the language pf : the holy Scriptures ;

** I have; jfeen in certain Chriftian churches

an ancient piece or -two : .a^rrned on the fo-

ierati faith of pfieftly tradition Co haver been,j...^' j^ - ^/ , ,t

angelically ^ad divinely:wrought ; jbutjiaving

obier
;ved,th%whole,^/^ and manner /to vary

frora the rales of strt, I prefumed to;a$erf^

that if the pencil had been heayem-fg^ided, it

could never have, been fo lame -in, its- per-

formanee*";. WouW.a defender of-Sh^fte
;

b|iry

gravely ^afgae that I have here been : gnil|y[ Tof

an intentional falsehood ; that
'

- -.,.,..... . .. ...... .-,.* . .
.

word of t

ilute;s^ .thatjwere

in certain churches

jby: this

.,..-,.- ^ ,v , r. r t .

:; j ; : v; * i : iy n > . b

? "
T

'

'

i"M C ^ ^i V v r^-i r.--vJi~-*"-
' -

. /> t

-
;!:;::.: ',':: .iit/Ji 'i'
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ridicule the Scriptures themfelves ; that the

veil which covered his real meaning, was fo

tranfparent, that every body might fee it,

without my tearing it off; that however I

was guilty of no intentional falfehood, for I

firmly believed what I faid, and that the

morality of fuch matters is not to be mea-

fured by the foundnefs of our judgment,
but by the ftrength of our perfuafion. ;J

make no doubt but Facundus was as fully

convinced that he and Cyprian had rightly

interpreted i John V. 8. as I am that I have

rightly interpreted Lord Shaftefbury. The

only objection remaining, which can feem to

have any weight, that Cyprian was not

capable of fq abfurd an interpretation, I have

in part anfwered already ; and I mall obferve

farther, that no man ought to difpute upon

ny fubjecl: where the.Fathers are concerned,

who either knows not, or will not own,
that many interpretations of Scripture to

the full as abfurd as this may be found in

tljeir works. To jtneritiqn one. Many of

the Fathers prove the divinity and eternal

generation of the Logos from Pfalm XLV.'i.

Eruffavit cor meum wrbnm bonum. But^ the
>

S 2, mere



mere Englifh Chriftian is defrauded of this

argument for his faith by our heretical trail-
t5

flation, My heart is inditing ofa gscd mutter. *

Cyprian is elfewhere negligent ui quoting,

as in Matth. VI. 13. Suffer Us not to be kd

into temptation. Apoc. XIX. 10. Worjhip

thou the Lord Jefus, i John. II. 17. he five

times adds, As God remains for ever. The
firft and fecond you defend. I fhali there-

fore examine the firft, to give a fpecimen of

your talents, for you never are more pleafant

than when you talk about critkifm* ;You

think, Lead us not into temptation, which is.

found m feme MSS. the genuine reading.

The note in the inner margin of the Oxford
:

Cypriah is thus exprefied :
" Ne nos indu-

cas.. Ar. Ebor. Pemb* Lin. Fofs. 2. Bod. 3. 4.

.#7^." which you p. 44, 89. thus improve,

as tsfuaL
" Lead us mfo temptation are the

words of the Aruadelian MS. of thofe frora

Pembroke College, Cambridge, of thoie froin

* Whoever defires more of thefe interpretations, may
forfeit himfelf by confulting Whltbfs Diflertatio de S.

Scripturarutn Interpretation* fecundum Fatrum Gommea-
tarios. .

.

York,



York, from Lincoln College, Oxford,, of .

belonging to Voffius, two Bodleian
;
MSS.

and one !

belonging to the moiiailciy of St,

Victor." Let any reader, who has not. Cy*,

prian before him, count your lift ; he inuft

be wrong ; he will at leaft make nine, and
r

may, if he chufes, make twenty MSS. in fa-

vour of your reading, though in the edition

itfelf it is manifeft to the eye, . that they are.

only eight. The MSS, collated to;this trea-

life of Cyprian are in all twenty-one. If I

reafoned like -you, I iliould claim the other4 * f .;..-...

thirteen, as all agreeing in the common,

reading. However, iince the collation is in

general very exact, I think I fhall be
;very ;

generouSj if I ftrike o^F four , as neutrals

and only fuppofe nine to be in my favour.1

To thefp nine I add two in the Mufeum
a ,

both which read, Suffer, us not to lie led^ m
each of the places where Cyprian quotes the

claufe. We have therefore a clear majority

on the fide of the editions.

Secondly. This majority will be greatly

increafed, when we learn, that the fame

Claufe is repeated again in this treatife of

S 3 Cyprian,
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Gyprian, and that only three MSS. defertthc

vulgar reading.

Thirdly. The internal evidence is in fa-

vour of this reading. For there was a plain

reafon why the copiers fhould alter Cyprians

quotation to that reading of the Gofpel

which was familiar to themfelves. And
wherever in a quotation of Scripture, two

readings are equal in other refpe<3;s, that

%vhich differs from the received text is com-

inonly genuine.

Fourthly, Auguftine exprefsly quotes this

variation from Cyprian, as you might have

learned from your friend Beza. I conclude

therefore that the prefent text of Cyprian is

right, and that Matthew Prior was not

wrong, when he faid or fung, that Authors

before they write, jhould read, a caution to

which fome of your friends, Sir, have not

paid fufficient regard.

If you are curious to know how Cyprian
came to adopt this glofs inilead of the ge-
nuine reading, I am almoft certain, that he

was deceived by an imperfect recoUeftion of

Tertullian. We leara from Jerome, that

Gyprian was a conflant reader of Tertullian,

whom
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whom he called his mafter. And from Cy-

prian's imitations, we might learn- the fame'

thing without Jerome's information; Ter*

fuliv^iithen having explained De Orat. 8.

the claufe Lead us not by Suffer us mt'io

his fcholar, as many fcholars *e apt

took his matter's interpretation for

Thu s he quotes in the Council of Carthage-
< 6. John III, 6. with the' fpurious additiony

borrowed from Teffulliaii ; de Carrie'Chriftijr

1 8. of which I inall tafe another oeca

to fpeaki
-

;

'

:: - -----: - -
-i;

-

" But though Faeundus indeed -tells

that Cyprian meant only to ;

^interpret the

eighth verie-by mat Sentence, Of the

Son and Holy Ghoft it- is ^r/^^-AN
THREE ARE o^E, Ful^entiijs direffily andc mf

,

lively represents Cyprian a& quotirfg the

ieventh/* Fulgentius's word is '

which, you fay, frequently means*;. : in--

beft writers to declare^ to Jhew^ to profefti

And for this you refer to your trufty friend^
'* the dictionary of Ainfworth," of whofe
two examples one has been corrected frorri

MSS. (Sueton, Aijg. 4.) trie other 1 have*

not been able to find, but I will venture to

S 4 propheiy



prophefyfthat/it 15 a iniftake ;

'

a third, which-
"

th'e Thefaurus of Gefi.ier" would have

fup'pliedj is either
.
corfupt or nothing to the

purpofe. , Yet I .(hall, lay no itrefs upon this

argument^ becaufe
. in; that barbarous

, age,

firange liberties were fometimes taken in the

tffe of words. I 'mall alfo grant, that Ful-

gentiti qxiQtes our feventh verfe, and does

not; adopt .. the., myftical; expofition of the
s

f

' * '

.

-^

'r

eighth; froni' Cyprian;!: jas- Emljn pretends.

I fhall attaGk ^ulgentlus-s
T
teftirriony upon

a new ground. I affirm, that it is no tefti-

rtiony at : , all, except tg. the
'

genuinen^efs of

the pailage in Cjprian.:
-

: . Jlulgentius .fairly

corifeffes (or if you will^ flews,, declares^ pro-

feffes) that he became acquainted with this,

Verfe fojely by the means of Cyprian, and-

that he had not feen it;himfelf in the copies

of the N. T. .;Elfe what does he inean to

prove by .his appeal to Cyprian \ That this

yerfe was genuine? Butif.it already exifted

in all the copies, if it w.ere acknowledged,

both, by orthodox andjAfians,; where'was
:

the

life or fenfe of ftrengthening this gener.a^

confent by the fojitary evidence of Cyprian ?

.';.'.:".; .Clajrke,
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Clarke,
*
'quoting Juftiii for a paffage, which;

I mall hereafter mention, adds, that no-

doubt Juftin found it ih.the old Greek tratif-'

lation. Is it not clear from this appeal td

Juftin's authority, that the paflage is not in,

the prefent copies of the Greek trahflation *

Would Fulgentius have faid, De Patre eP

fsipfo et Spmiu Sanffio teflatur ipfe Films dicensj

Ite, docete^.&cc. (Matth. XXVIII.-.19.) Quod
etiam -beatijfimus martyr Cyprianus confitetur, &c*.

Certainly never; or if he had faid it, he-

would weaken a part of the evidence which*

we now : have for the authenticity of that

text. But Fulgentius being aware of art

objection that the verfe was not then extant

in St. John's Epiftle, ihields himfelf under

the authority of Cyprian, and quotes the

paflage for genuine Scripture, upon this

maxim, (which Facundus alfo adopts, though
he applies it in a different way) that Cyprian-

was infallible.
Nor was he fingular in this

maxim, but agreed with the general opinion

that prevailed after Cyprian's martyrdom;

*
Reply to Waterland, p.



I 266 j

l?or, as Momeim* well obferves, Cyprian's

reputation was fo enhanced by his fortitude

in fuffering a violent death, that he became

the common matter and oracle of the church,

The merits of the martyr threw a made over

the defeats of the author, and the veneration

that ought to have been confined to his piety,

was extended to his writings. It was-there-

fore no wonder that Fulgentius mould ac-

cept a reading which he fuppofed to be Cy*

prian's reading of a paflage in Scripture ; or

that Facundus mould accept an interpreta-

tion which he fuppofed to be Cyprian's in-

terpretation of -Scripture. In either cafe they

were fure of vanqui/hing their enemies by
an authority which it was deemed blafphemy
to relift.

I think it moffc probable, that Cyprian in

thefe quotations, followed, as he thought,

the authority of Tertullian, Finding the

* Incredibile di&u eft, quantem per univerfum orbern

Chriftianum, poft mortem pro Ghrifto magno animo ex-

ceptam, audoritatem adeptus fit, lit communis inftar

magiftri et oraculi loco habereter. De Rebus Chriftianis

ante Conftaritinum M. S^c, III. XXIV. p. 597.



phrafe/ trtt unum funf, clofely joined

quomodo dlftum eft,
EGTO ET PATER UNUM-

SUMUS, he took the former part of the feii*-

ten.ce to be a quotation from Scripture as

well as the latter.
" But from what part

X)f Scripture," would Cyprian fay,
" could

my mafter take it, except i John V. 8*

I perceive his drift ; he interprets the

fpirit, the water and the blood, of the three

perfons of the Trinity, and to them applies

the concluding words, the three are one. If

iuch an allegorical interpretation once en-

tered Cyprian's head, it would recommend

itfelf to his approbation equally by its own
intrinfic merit and the authority of his maf-

ter. I pay no compliment to De Mifly,

when I fay that he had a clearer and more

critical head than Cyprian. Yet he took

Bengelius's words for a quotation from Ste-

phens.
* Tertullian proves by fome curious

reafons (de Jejun. 10.) that Daniel's hours

of prayer were the third, the lixth and the'

ninth. Cyprian lays his hands upon this

piece of news as a great prize, and turns it

* Letter IV. p. 99.
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to good account. The paffage I have quoted

Above. He there not only aiTerts this as a

facl: of Daniel, hut adds his ; three compa-

nions, and infers that it denoted the my&ery
fcf the Trinity, which was to be revealed in

the laft times. I wiili you had tranfcribed

a little more from Fulgentius in your Ap-

pendix. He has borrowed this argument
from Cyprian, and I think (but I may be

partial) fomewhat improved it. After his

firft citation from Cyprian, he thus proceeds ^

'For m his book on the Lord's prayer, to Jkew*

ihat the- Grimly is of one Deity , without any

difference of the perfons, he relates that Daniel

find the children 'were wont to pray at intervals-

cf three hours ; where by the revolutim of THREE

Ijours^ to the duty of ONE prayer, he evidently

flews, that the Trinity is one God.

I fh-all now requeft the reader once more

diligently to perufe the paflage of Eucherius

above quoted. If Eueherius had found in.

any of his followers as conftant a reader
t

and zealous an admirer as "Tertullian found

iii Cyprian, how natural ; would it be for

fuch a follower, upon reading this place, to

miftake the fentence, Ergo pater ex
quo.
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Qmwa,filius per qiiern .omwa,fpifftus fanfius, /$

quo vmma, for a formal quotation of I Cor*

VIII, 6. He would infer, (and he would

infer with as much juftice as you and others

have made Tertullian's words a quotation)

that by the jlcut et apoftolus elicit, Eucherius

meanly not to defend his own expreflion by
a firnilar paflage of Scripture, but to connect

two fimilar paflages. All the difference is*

that thejicut et, is flronger than Tertullian's

quomodo. Or to draw up my argument hi

form of an abftracl: propofition : if an author

ilates his own dotrine in language refem-

bling fome words of Scripture, and illuftrates

it by a Scriptural quotation, it is probable

that fome credulous reader will take the

author's own words for his reading of that?

part of 'Scripture to which they bear a.re-

iemblance. .\

Gregory Nazianzen's father left behind

him; fome difcourfes oh the Trinity. In

one of thefe, after proving his thefis from

feveral* texts, he proceeded in thefe words :

iy t \ >*'? \ / cv *.i t? \
evv Q 'TTKTy s cu TK 7Tav/, o vug, ot ov r

TO ayiov TTWUjtta, ev ui ra
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.* (Rom. XL 36.) Qregory on the

perufal of this pafTage, turned over his New
tTeftament, and at laft found in I Cor. VIII. 6.

this fentence ; fo us there is one God the Fa-

ther, from wh@m are all things and one Lord

Jefus Chrtft, by whom are all things. He
therefore judicioufly concluded, that his fa*-

ther read the whole verle thus : I'o us there
*

is one God the Father,fromwhom are all things?

and we from him ; and one Lord Jefus Chrift,

fy whom are all things, and we by him ;

ONE HOLY SPIRIT, IN WHOM ARE

THINGS, AND WE IN HIM. With thlS Opi

frion ? could he forget to employ his new*

Cound text in his disputes with the heretics*

Either his reverence for his father's memory,
-or the iingular fitnefs of the paflage for his

purpofe, would alone be a fufficient motive ;

united, they were irrefifHble. In his thirty*

ninth oration, therefore, p. 630. C. he quotes

tthe -verfe with this addition, compares it

with Rom, XL 36. and argues from it as if

* I have adopted the reading .of the Vulgate fpr an

bvious reafon,

feoth
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both heretics and orthodox allowed it to be

genuine. His commentator, Nicetas,,T.. IL

Orat. XXXIX. p. 1026. B. XLIV. p. 1249,

A, twice follows this reading, :
and urges it

againfl the Arians, adding in the latter place,

Neque enlm al'wqui tfrinitas fuerit, nlft Splritm

quoque connumeretur ; which, as Mr. Matthasi*

tightly remarks, is -an unwary confeffion of

fraud, Three MSSi Scholiafts agree in the

{ame reading, and one has the impudence to

affirm that it was erafed by Arius. E'|sX^^

Trapa rov A^oetov. (read ^Xfe/(f>^*) Fromi

Gregory it paffed to John Damafcenus, who

quptdsitfeveral times, to Euthymius Ziga^

benus, and to Emanuel Calecas.f From

Gtr,egOFy:"ot .John Damafcenus (for : both, I

believe,,were early tranflated into Slavonic)

if crept into -the Slavonian verfion^ -and is ill

the ISISS.vand firft editions, but ^omitted in

1 acknowledge -that I . have mixed a little

-with t;hb
; beginning of tl>Js ftory.

t
. p Aninwdv^rf. ad %^Gor. VIII. 6, ^:ac>4--

* - J vJ- . f * 1 ^-
*

:' . -." - - j. * J *-. W .;. *^jf iT k ,
. /

^
,

' '

Mr.
, Matthsw feems to

^aye overlooked.

- r * t\*

*-1^' -
'

'

.
t V V But
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But I was -willing for once to imitate your

way of fetting down your own fancies' for

pofitive facts. The intelligent reader will

liowever fee that I have fuppofed nothing
but what is probable. I take Gregory to

have been deceived by finding in fome emi-

nent Greek Father a fentence iimilar to that

which I have quoted from Eucherius.
'

My
hypothecs too is very charitable ; for I was

willing to bring off my favourite Gregory
with the leaft poffible lofs of honour/ I have

pointed out the real fource of the miflake,

though I cannot trace its progrefs, nor dif-

cover through what channels it flowed into

(jregoryY oration. - ...;:/.

If an admirer of Gregory, writing upon
the deity of the Holy Spirit, tifed >thefe

words :
- tl The blefled Apoftle Paul teftifies,

that-to 'its
:there is one'

Holy Spirit',
in whom art

all things, which alfo the moft pious bifhop

Gregory the : divine- declares -(confitetiur) in -his

oration
r of the holy lights, where, to demon-

ftrate the Trinity, he has brought the fol-

iowin sF proofs- direily-from
'

Scriptee : - ToO
f
J. J

_
jt

us tHERE* is", ONE; GOD -THE FATIFIER,; &;c.

wjhere the FROM WHOM and BY WHOM and iir

'

v- WHOM



WHOM do not feparate the natures as is clear
1

9

ifwe attentively read in the fame Apojlle^ FROM

HIM AND BY HIM AND IN HIM ARE ALL

THINGS, &c." would not he confefs, that he

was indebted for the knowledge of this text

to Gregory Nazianzen, and to him only ?

The plain English of fuch an appeal would

be, This fentence is wanting in our prefent

copies, but Gregory, whofe fidelity and ac-

curacy cannot be queftioned, had it in his

MS. as appears from his quoting it. So Ful-

gentius's teftimony amounts to no more than

this, The verfe is not now indeed in the epif-

tle, but it was there in Cyprian's days, for he

quotes it, and to fufpecT: him either of fraud

or miftake would be the height of impiety.

The implicit faith with which the Latin

writers copy their predeceflbrs often dimi-

nifties and fometimes deftroys the. value of
mf

their teftimony. Thus a glofs crept early

into fome copies of John III. 6. Et quoniam

Deus Spjrhus eft,
de Deo natus

eft*
I believe

Tertullian to be the author of this glofs,

who fometimes blends the words of fcripture

with his own, fo that it requires much (kill

and pains to make the feparation. From
T him
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him it quickly fpread through all the Latm

churches, Ceu.jlawma per ttedas, ve/ Euruz

Per Skulas equhavit widas. It would be idle;

to recount all the writer's who quote this for

fcripture ; but fome, not content with alTert-

ing it to be genuine, charge the Arians with;

having corrupted the copies that omitted it*

Hear the holy A.mbrofe : ." This place you;

Arians fo exprefsly teflify to be written of the

Spirit, that you eraie it from your books*

And I wifh you erafed it only from your

own, and not from the public books of the

church." Obferve the candour and judg-
ment of this Saint., He acknowledges that

a paffage is wanting in almoft all the MSS*
and founds his accusation of the Arians upon,

the very circumftance that ought to have

acquitted them. The fame calumny is re-

peated by Bede, Fulbert and Hincmar, who

follow in the chafe, not like hounds that hunt^ but 1

like thofe
that fill ttp

the
cry..

I muft not for-

get to add, that Grabe* defends the genuine*

* Not. ad Butti Defenf. Fid. Nic, p. 139. Grabiuz

iilr bonus nee indcftus fuit et in feriptls Patrum apprime

verfatus : critlcus non fuit, neque ejje potuit, ut pote neque

ingenia neque judicio faiis ad earn rem inftruftus.

THIRZ.BY Dedicat, to Juftin "Martyr,

nefs
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iiefs of this interpolation, and very properly

in company with i John V. 7.

he heifer hath calved and hath not calved.

Pray, Sir, in what part of fcripture may this

paffage be found ? It is quoted by at leaft

four of the Fathers. Tertullian* fays*
** We read in Ezechiel." Clemens Alexan-

drinusf fays {imply,
" in fcripture." Gre-

gory Nyflen J and Epiphanius feem to

quote it from Ifaiah. There is fome differ-

ence in the words, but they all agree in the

application, which, I fuppofe, I need not

mention.

Juftin Martyr ,tells Trypho, that the Jews
have corrupted their fcripture to elude the

prophecies relating to the Meffiah. One of

his examples is Plalm XCVI. TO* from

which three words, fays Juftin, have been

erafed by the Jews, fb that the true reading

is, 'The Lord hath reigned FROM THE TREE*

Thirlby in his note produces an hoft of

* De Carne Chrifti, 23.

t Strom. VII. p. 756.

% In ZAGAGNI'S Colleftan. Monument. Vet. p. 303.
Haeres. p. 156.

T 2 witnefles
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witneffes for the fame reading, to whom he

might have added the author againft Vari-

rnadus III. 2. This reading, though mani-

feftly falfe and fpurious, has crej>t into fome

Pfalters, and feeins to have irnpofed upon

Erafmus, who cites it without fufpicion in

his colloquy intitledv Inquifltio
de fide*

Thefe interpolations, which are well

known to the learned, I have produced

merely to teach the fuperficial reader not

to place too much confidence in the cita-

tions of the Fathers. We have feen how

Nicetas, though he was fenfible that autho-

rity was againft him, retains and defends

Gregory Nazianzen's reading. We have

feen how Juftiii Martyr and Ambrofe, when

they wanted to promote a
'

paffage to the

rank of fcripture, reproached their adverfaries

with having erafed it.

You fuppofe authentic*? litera in Tertullian

to iignify the autographs of the apoftles.

This ccnftruftion' you fupport by a paffage

from Ignatius, which I profefs not to un-

derftand, but I am fure that it will not ad-

mit the fenie you put upon it. You 'then

refer
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refer us to Peter* of Alexandria, who tefli-

fies, it feems, that the original Gofpel of St.

John was kept at Ephefus in his time. Are

you really ignorant, Sir, that this Peter is

an author, whofe age, name and credit are

totally uncertain r
1 And Berriman.-f and Er-

nefti
-J

think that authentic^ means no more

than genuine) uninterpolated. But I flatter

myfelf that I can confirm your interpreta^-

tion. from Tertullian hiinfelf, who quotes

the originate mjlrumentum Moyfi. Now if Ter-

tullian had feen the original volume of Mofes,

how much more ealily might he have feen

the original epiftle of John. Nor is it won-

derful that the , autograph of Mofes mould

laft to Tertullian ?s time, when the autograph
of Efdras has lafted to the prefent day.

For Montfaucon
||

faw at Bologna an He-

brew MS. which, as appeared from a memo-

randum in the middle of the book, was

written by Efdras's own proper hand.

f PETAVIUS Uranolag. p. 397.

f DifTert. on i Tim. III. 16. p. 13.

^ Opufc. Philolog. et Grit. p. 308.

Contra Hermog. 19.

Diar. Ital. p. 400.

T But



But to leave this fplemn trifling, and re?

turn to the queftion. The words of Tertul-

lian, which you have taken for a quotation

from fcripture, I think I have mewn to be

only a deduction of his own from two texts

John X. 30. XVI. 14, Phcebadiiis copies,

Tertullian. Cyprian finding two or three

words, which happen to follow in the fame

order, i John V. S. immediately fucceeded

by a formal quotation from fcripture, thought
thefe words alfb to be a quotation, and em?

ployed them without remorfe in the fenfe,

whichj as he imagined, his mafter had af-

fixed to them. Thus Tertullian^ proves by
fome ingenious arguments, that Daniel's

three hours of prayer were the third, the

lixth and the ninth. Then comes Cyprian,

takes the fact for granted, afferts the fame of

Daniel's three companions, and hence elicits'

the myftery of the Trinity. Whoever cou!4

argue at this rate, could witi} equal qr greater

eafe find the fame doctrine in fuch an ex?

as "
tfo three are one

"
though the

* De Jejuniis* f 10.

literal
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literal fenfe feemed ever fo foreign to his

Two or three centuries afterwards both

Facundtis and Fulgentius appealed to this

paffage of Cyprian. Neither of them could

find a text of fcripture, where it was ex-

prefsly faid of the Father, Son and Holy

Ghoft,
" thefe three are one." Yet Cy-

prian feemed to affirm it. Facundus there-

fore fuppofed, that Cyprian mixed his own

interpretation with the words of fcripture.

Fulgentius on the ether hand., being fome^

what more fanguine, fuppofed that he quoted

literally the words of fcripture. Finding
therefore a kind of counterpart to Cyprian's

quotation in I John V. 8. he would naturally

conclude that the three heavenly witneffes

were diflni&ly mentioned in Cyprian's copy,

but had afterwards vanifhed, either by the

. malice of the Arians, or the negligence of the _

fcribes, confounding the homceoteleuta. If

you think, Sir, that it derogates from the

honour of Cyprian or Fulgentius to irivinuate

that they could in matters qf fuch impor-

tance, blindly follow- their leaders, you

plight to recolledl: that I pafs no hariher cen-

T 4 Cure



fure upon them than I have paffed upon you
ivith refpect to Martin, a cenfure, whofe juf-

tice you cannot help feeling in your mind,

whether you chufe to confefs it or not.

POSTSCRIPT,

i. I have perhaps been much more diffufe

upon this article than was neceiTary. But

I remember, that when I was a novice in

this controverfy, I was very angry with the

oppofers of the heavenly witnefles, for their

obftinacy in denying. Cyprian's words to be

a literal quotation. My reafons for the opi-

nion which gave birth to my indignation

were chiefly two. I. My efteem for the

learning, good fenfe and fidelity of the fa-

thers, which would not furTer me to believe,

that they would quote negligently or inter-

pret abfurdly. 2. My reliance on the can-

dour of the difputants in ftating the adver-

fary's arguments. But experience has in-

ftrufted me to entertain more moderate and

qualified fentiments of both parties.

2, Mr.
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2. Mr. Travis has taken particular eare

not to let the reader know, that the paffage

ib triumphantly urged, as a direct quotation

of i John V. 7.
is cited at length by Facun-

dus, and exprefsly declared by him to be an

interpretation of i John V. 8. But from

Mr. Travis*s reprefentation of the matter,

you would believe, that Facundus refers in

general terms to Cyprian, without fpecifying

the exact place.

3. Scipio MafFei* afferts that Facundus

alludes to the feventh verfe. But becaufe

he makes in the fame page feveral other

affertions totally ungrounded, (fuch as that

the yerie is in Aldus's edition, that Mill

allows it to be extant in other Greek MSS.

not lefs ancient than the Alexandrian, &c.)
1 fhall conclude that in this inftance, as well

as the others, he aflerted what he wimed

rather than what he knew.

4. I have written de Unltate in Facundus,

and thus difabled an objection which might
otherwife be made, that Facundus cannot be

*
Opufcoli Ecclefiaftici, p, 174. publifhed with his

Iftoria Teologica.

fafely
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fafely trufted, becaufe he refers to Cyprian's

treatife by a wrong title, de frinitate. But

learned men have long iince conje&ured, de

Unhate, which might indeed have been ad-

mitted into the text, though it were not

confirmed by the Verona MS. in MafFei,

P- 145-

5. Mr, Travis has read Tertullian fo dili-

gently and understands him fo well, that he

denies, p.- 233 3 5- Tertullian to have been

a Montanifr, when he wrote his treatife

sgainft Praxeas. A profer *flar* this to

fote Newton \

LETTER
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LETTER XL

SIR,

AUGUSTINE and Jerome you have

thought fit to number in your own party,

fhus like an experienced officer9 by afalfe mufter-

roli of authoritiest you gain the pay and credit of

forces you cannot produce.
* Let us therefore

examine your claim to thefe teftimonies.

Auguftine fays of the Father, Son, and Holy
Ghoft, * They are one,'

1 " Thefe three

are one^-^rhich words, according to you,

befpeak their derivation from this verfe to0

clearly to require any comment. They
would have been too clear to require any, if

you had firfl quoted the.paflage from his

t;reatife againft ^laximin, where he explains

*
MJDPLETOIT, Farter ^eppiarkson Bqstley, vp!, III.

456.
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the fpirit,
the water, and the blood, into an

allegory fignifying the three perfons of the

Trinity.
" Ifwe examine," fays he.;

" how

this pafTage ought to be interpreted, it will

not be abfurd to expound it of the Trinity,

of which it may be truly faid,
" There are

three that bear witnefs," and,
" the three

are one." If you had firfl produced this

fentence, the reader wpuld have feen, that

when Auguftine elfewhere fays of the Tri-

nity,
" Thefe three are one," even allow-

ing that the phrafe is borrowed from fcrip-

ture, it is only his own expofition of the

eighth verfe. Could Auguftine," writing

upon the Trinity, and quoting the very next

verfe to the feventh, be ignorant of it, if it

were' then commonly known, or refrain from

tiring it in fome part or other of his treatife ?

You will not obje& that Auguftine might
think the word unum fignified unity of con-

fent, not of effence, i. becaufe you affirm

that he has twice quoted the feventh verfe to

prove the unity of eilehce, and, 2. becaufe,

to defend his own abfurd hypothefis, that

tfflttfn.ls always meant of eflence, he explains

away the
-eighth verfe into an

allegory.

But
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-'But in truth, Sir, this way of quoting

Auguftine is a mockery of reafon. We afk

for a paffage, where Augufrine ;
has formally

appealed to fcripture for . the three heavenly

witneffes. , You produce a fentence, in which,

Auguftine fays of the Father, Son alid Holy

Ghoft,
"

:
thefe three are one," in his own

words, without any reference to fcripture, or

mark of a quotation. In the mean time you

cautioufly keep back the argument from

AugufHne's allegory, and bring fcraps of

quotations that can only amufe the moft ig-

norant readers.
, Bengelius is much more

confident. He thinks, that the verfe was

withdrawn from the public copies by the

"DlfclpUna Arcani. Allow him his premifes;

and his concluiions will eafily follow ; i. that

no argument can be drawn from the lilence

of the ancient writers ; and, 2. that in thefe

Ihort fentences they might covertly allude to

the difputed text. I fhall only obferve 5 that

if we fuppofe the firft Chriftians to have

treated the fcriptures in this manner, we at

once deflroy the certainty and authority of

our prefent canon. But whoever fuppofes^.

as I think every defender of the text ought
to



t

to fuppofe, that it was extant arid publickly

known from the beginning, cannot* with

the fmalleft appearance of reaibn, pretend

that it ought not to be formally and dire&ly;

cited in almoft every treatife oil the TrinityI

Indeed the argument from Auguftine's

allegory is fo plain and ftrongy that Bezai

fairly fays, Non legit Auguftinus\ Bengelius
avoids it by the Difciplina Arcanli and Mar-*

tin himfelf finks under the weight of the

obje&ion, and only not yields the point in his-

diifertation. In his Examen he makefr a faint

defence, but when Emlyn replied, he quitted

the untenable poft. And it is felf-evident^

that no man who had before him a elear paf-

lage for the do<5lrine of the Trinity, a paffage

where the three perfons are difKn<5tly named^
would quote the adjacent fentence, and ex-

plain it myflically of the fame do&rine, un-

lefs he were determined to turn the fcripturc

into needlefs tautology; and weaken the

force of his own reafoning.

But ** in Jerome's teframent this verfe is

read without any doubt of its authenticity.'*

Without any doubt of its authenticity ! You

inform us elfewhere that all the preient La-

tin
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tin. MSS. are copies of Jerome's verfion. But

inany. of the oldeft of thefe MSS- totally

omit the heavenly witneiTes, a'nd many re-

tain them in a. fufpicious manner. I have

faid enough upon this; fubjedt in my fixth

letter, and .mall not repeat it here. The

queftion is, which of thefe copies preferves

the genuine reading, and therefore, when you

fay, that the verfe is read in Jerome's teila-

ment, you afliime the very thing which you

ought to prove. But to help out this iame

argument you produce two quotations. The
firft is. In ejjence therefore they are one, Itaque

fubftantia unum funt. You tranflate it, THESE-

[three] ARE ONE. Why add, thefe without

warrant from your original ? Or why add

three9 though, I own, you diftinguifh it from

the words of your author ? Is it neceflary to

the fenfe ? Or muft the words unum funt*

whenever and wherever they are applied to the

Trinity, be always meant for a direct quota*

tion of i John V. 7 ? You are then blamea-

bly negligent in not increafing your orthodox

witnefibs with Marius Vidtorinus, whom

you might have found, quoted by Bengelius
in the fame paragraph with Marcus Cele-

deniis,
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'Tile fecond teftimony of Jerome

you produce from his explanation of faith to

Cyrillus : fo-us there is one Father, one Son

and one Holy Ghojl -and thefe three are one.

But after reading a page, we find, that the

quotation of which you here make a prefenC

to Jerome, belongs to Marcus Celedenfis,

Whether it belongs to him, I know not.

It. is only a conjecture of the learned from

an epiftle of Jerome's to Marcus Celedenfis,

in which he ufes thefe words: Dejide, quam

dignatus es fcriberefanffio Cyrillo, dedi confcriptam

fidem.. Hence you argue, p. i&S, that Jerome

approved of Marcus's creed, and wrote ano-

ther of his own. Let it be fuppofed, to

lave trouble, that Marcus is the real author

of this creed, and that Jerome intends the

fame. How could Jerome fufpect, that thefe

words were meant for a quotation of fcrip-

ture, without his friend's dropping the leaft

hint of it ? Marcus Celedenfis only explains

his own doctrine ; which he does not pro-

fefs ro do in the words of fcripture. Be-

iides your argument takes for granted that

Jerome examined all. the quotations with

fcrupulo'us minutenefs ; a talk to which, I

believe.
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believe, very few friends or readers fubmit.

But when Jerome came to this paffage,

which bears no mark of a quotation, he muft

have been the prince of conjurers to have

divined his Correspondent's intention* In

fhort^ Sir, the creed addreffed to Damafus is

univerfally acknowledged riot to be Jerome's,

and if it were his, our verfe is not quote'd hi

it; The creed afcribed to Marcus Celedenfis

does not refer to the verfe^ and, if it did*

Would fignify nothing in the difpute about

Jerome; However you are perfectly con-

fident in defending a fpurious reading by

fpurious authorities;

But the weightieft evidence remains* the

Prologue to the Canonical Epiflles; At the

requeft or command of Pope Damafus, Je-

rome revifed the Latin tranflation, and cor-

rected it upon the faith of the . Greek MSS.

,Did he therefore replace the three heavenly

witnefles at this revifion or not ? If he did,

why did -he not then write his preface to in-

form the world of his recovered reading: ?
'

,' .
O

But after Damafus was dead, Euftochium s

it feems, a young lady, at once devout, hand-

fome, and learned, requefts him once more

U to



to fevife the Catholic Epiflles and 6orreef

them from the Greek. Jerome under-

takes the talk, and having completed it, ad^

vertifes her in this- prologue, that other in-

accurate tranflators had omitted the tefHmony
of ,the three heavenly witueHes, the ftronge&

proof of the Catholic faith. Su-ch a ftory

a& this carries its own condemnation' upon itfr

forehead. It has therefore been given up by

moil of the- defenders of the verfe ; by Mill,,

'by Abbe Roger, by MafFei, Vallarfius, Vitali,,

Twells, Bengelius, But you tell us, with

that extent of information for which your
work is notorious,, that " the moft difturbed

"imagination did not harbour any fuch chime-

ms (as that the prologue was not genuine)

till the times of Martianay and 'Simon.'*
1

You are rnifta-ken-, Sir. Sandius * had alrea-

dy 'declared the prologue to be fpurious hi

the year 1670. We are left alfo to imagine-

from the manner in which you couple Mar-

tianay and Simon, that they were both

ftanch oppofers of the verfe. Whereas Mar-

tianay is a Hanch defender of it arid a furib0%

*
Append. Interpretat. Paradox, p,
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ahtagdnifr, of Simon. He endeavours to

able fome of Simon's arguments againft this:

very prologue, accufes him almoft of forgery

In /quoting a MS; and of herefy for attacking

the genuinenefs of i John V; 7. Nothing,

therefore, but the force of truth could make

fuch a critic agree with his adverfary in his

main propoiition. I mufl add that Kettner,

who in his Differtatioii * upon, i John -V. 7.

and his New Vindication * had contended

t-hat the prologue was Jerome's, in a third

book called the Hiftory of the text in John,
*

candidly acknowledges it to be fpurious.

That this judgment is as true as it was

impartial, will appear from many confidera-

tions* Firft a great majority of MSS. omits

Jerome's name. You anfwer, that other pre-

faces, conferledly Jerome's, want his name

in MSS. I defire you to point out a. preface

to any book of the Old Teflament, where

half as many MSS omit Jerome's name.

Thirty-four of the: MSS. that I collated pre-

fix no name ; fix omitted the prologue ; one

* I. Lipf. 1696. p. ,57 63. IT. Delitii 1702. p. 33-r37-

III. Francf. et Lipf. 1713. p. 134136. 145. 172.

U z had



had loft the leaf 5 of two I have made no

memorandum ; in fhort I have only fet down

eight which at once retained the prologue

and attributed it to Jerome. But Jerome
was fb popular^ every thing that bore his

name was fo eagerly fought, and fo fre-

quently tranicribed, that if this prologue had

been generally known or thought to be his, the

correctors at leaft would more generally have

reftored his name, and would conftafntly have

Secured the insertion of the prologue in their

books* But by being often abfent* and often

anonymous, it betrays marks of a late birth

and dishonourable extraction. It is the hard

fate of celebrated authors to have a quantity

of tram fathered upon them, fometimes by

deiign, and fometimes by miftake. Nobody
has been more freely treated in this way thai*

Jerome. And if this has fo often happened.,

iince the invention of printing, how often

muft it have happened before that aera ?

In fbme MSS. the preface is added ;

yet the heavenly witnefles omitted. But

this you and Martin eafily folve by laying

the blame upon the negligence of tranfcribers.

No, Sir, it was not the negligence of the

tranfcribers,
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tranfcribers, but the negligence or forgetful-

nefs of the collators, that was the caufe of

this difagreement. The prologue was tran-

fcribed from a younger MS. the text of the

Epiftles from an older ; written either be-

fore the Prologue was compofed, or at lea&

before it forced itielf into a general notice.

Some of the- MSS. call the Epiftles Cano-

nical m the title, and all in the .Prologue,

whereas Jerome would have called them

Catholic. Here you tell us that Jerome has

called them Canonical m other parts of his

works, and fend us for fatisfadtion to his ca-

talogue of ecclefiaftical writers. You ought
to be told, Sir, that when correct, editions

are published on the faith of MSS. no critic

is allowed to argue from the old and corrupt

readings. The editions publifhed by Mar-

tianay at Paris, and Vallarfius at Verona,

both read Catholics in the three places of the

catalogue, and produce no various reading

from their MSS. I have collated ten MS.
one in the.Bodleian, and nine in the Mufeum.

Two of . the : thirteenth and one of the fif-

teenth century have 'canonic*? without varia-

tion j a fourth ,of the fifteenth century has

U 3 canonic^
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canonic^ once in the text, but catholics for a

various reading between the lines from the

fame hand, and catholics in the text twice

without any fufpicion. The remaining fix

MSS. two of which are very ancient^ (one

at leafV a thoufand years old, MS. Cotton.

Calig. A. 1 5.) coiiftantly read catholicte^ which

I fhall therefore conclude . to he the true

reading. Auguftine^ you add, calls the EpiA
ties canonical. His .partiality to the Latin

ufage touches not Jerome, who prided himfelf

too much upon his Greek to fuffer fuch an in-

novation. Auguftine quotes
4t the Apoftle

Jude in his canonical epiftle.'* How would

you have exulted, if you had known that Je-

rome himfelf in his commentary on Ifaiah

LXV.- TV ill. p. 484. .calls the feeond epiftle

of Peter canonical. And to crown the whole,

all the MSS.,as Martianay teftiiies,
:and twq

in the Bodleian, as 1 teftify, concur in this

reading. Martianay is afraid that this
unji-

1

form confen t of the MSS. fomewhat weaken^
the foregoing argument. But he might
have been of good cheer; for there is no

refemblance between the two cafes. The

pame canonical applied to feven Epiftles, four,
"

Pf
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of which were lefs generally 'received lot

canonical than moll of St. Paul's,, is the per-

fe&ion of abfurdity. But it is applied with

propriety to a fmgle epiflle of the feyeu,

whether doubted, or undoubted. For in-

iftance, Jerome quoting the fecond epiflle of

Peter, which many churches rejected, by
this epithet fixes upon it the feal of his owa

opinion and authority. For the fame reaibn.

Augufline calls the epiflle of Jude canonical ;

as if he had faid; I know that this epiflle

Is rejected by fome, but in my opinion it is

the genuine compofition of the Apoflle. If

the pther hand a writer rejecting the fe-

epiflle ef Peter, the fecond and third

of John, &c. had pccafion to quote any of

the other three, he might juflly fay,
" St

Peter writes in his canonical epiflle," thus

<li.flinguifhiiig the true froai the counterfeit

cnoney. This, if I miHake not, was the

true reafon why the Catholic epiflles by de-

grees gained the title of canonical* For whea

the - later writers faw their predeceffors fe-

|>arately call the Epiflles canonical, they with

great judgment, gave them the fame epithet

In tjie Jump, Our argument, Sir, is, not

U 4 that



that Jerome never calls a lingle epiflle ca?

nonical, for. that he might have done by any
of St. Paul ?

s, if it had pleafed him, but

that he calls the whole feven Catholic in his

genuine works, while the Prologue calls

them canonical.

The fame of Jerome was fo far extended,

and his authority fo great, that if a Pro-

logue of his compofition, containing fuch

important information, had been conftantly

known and read from the beginning of the

fifth century, it muft have been quoted by
fome of the intermediate writers between

the fifth and the ninth, a fpace of time in

which Jerome's veriion triumphed over all

preceding translations. If this Prologue had

been uniyerfally acknowledged for Jerome's,

how could Bede overlook it ? Bede's filence

both with refpe& to the difputed verfe and

the Prologue is a complete proof that he knew

nothing of the Prologue, and a probable ar-

gument that it was not even extant in his

life. The only appeals to it are made by
Walafrid Strabus in the ninth, and the Sor-

bonne Corre&orium in the tenth, century.

-This laft author feems to have been pve'r-

burthened
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burthened with judgment, for he fays*

*' Here Ibme of the Greek MSS. are cor*

**
rupted, as St. Jerome obferves.'' We

juay therefore fuppofe, that the Prologue
was written in fome part of the time be-

tween Bede's death and the ninth century.

But if there were no other objection to

this Prologue, the ftyle alone would deter*

mine if not to be Jerome's, Whatever be

his fubjeft, his language is always fpirited and

perfpicuous ; while the Prologue is written

in "a barbarous and uncouth jargon. To
make it the more barbarous, you have fol-

lowed thofe editions (Append, p. 6, 13.)

which read, quodfunt for ut fat, and tranjtato-

ribus ponentes. But I fliall pafs by thefe e^c-

preffions, though, if they were genuine,

they would clear Jerome from all fufpicion^

Next, let us confider the reafoning and

connection. * fi As we formerly corrected the

."
Evangelifts to the Jine of truth, fo we

?* have by God?s affiftance reftored thefe

> 6

[epiftles] to their proper order.
1 ' The

real Jerome could never have indulged him-

felf in fo filly a parallel, when he might
have faid, and ought to have faid, Ita et has*

Deo
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Deo jtivantei Gr&ca fidei
"

reddidimtis. .

<

would have >een .a proper -fiibjecl: fo ."his

joy and piety,
'

-iujGba-d of. childifhly com-

meiidiug himfelf for -facia a trifle as
reftoritig

the order of the epirtlesx It is alfo obferv-

able, that though , the main drift oflbe^UT

thor was: to give currency to his .favoujrite

verfe of the three heavenly witiieff^s, h,e 19

afraid to affirm dire&iy that it was. la the

Greek .MSS. ,and only infimiates .that falfc'

hood in ^cautious and perplexed language t

?' Which ^epifiles, if they were faithfully^
46 turned into Latin, as they are .arranged :by
*' them" (the Apoftles, I fuppoe)

"
neither

** would create doubts in the readers, nor

*'
^would the varieties of readings impugn

^ one another ; eipecially in that place of

^ John where we read of the unity of the

.** Trinity ; in which we find the unfaithful

44 tranflators to have erred much from tb

true faith ; putting only three names,^
and omitting the witnefs of the Father,

the Word and the Spirit, by which the

catholic faith is chiefly ftrengthened, ;an(J

f* the one deity of the Father, Sop, and Holy
f6 Ghoil proved-" .Firft, here is another

ridiculous

<

<4

tt

ci
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ridiculous oppofition of Jo and as. " If the

** tranflators had been- .as diligent in tran-

^
lating the epiftles as the apoflles (or the

ff Greeks, for ab m may be referred to them)
*' have been in arranging the fame epiftles.'

9

Nor do I believe that Jerome would have

ufed fuch language as this, Neque fermonum

Jtfe varietales impugnarent. Befides, the a'u-

thor does not poiitively affirm that he has

reftored the verfe upon the authority of Greek

MSS. but in order to poflefs the reader with

t}iat belief, envelopes his meaning" in a cloud

of words. This objedion will'not feem of

little weight to thofe who know that many

perfons will infinuate a falfhood, which they

4are not aflert in explicit terms. -If Jerome
himfelf had told us fuch a piece of news as

is hinted in the Prologue, he would have

fpoken out and told it plainly,- whether it

were true or falfe. If it were true,\an af-

felted obfcurity would be as needlefs, as it

was contrary to his manner. If it were falfe,

he would have affirmed it no lefs boldly and

Called God to witnefs no lefs folemnly, jth.a

when he attefted the miracle of his being

whipped by angels fqr reading iprophane au-
-

thors ;



thors ; or when he wrote the lives of Paul *

and Hilarion, which you have fo well de-

fended.

But

* Mr. Travis fays that Jerome wrote thefe lives, "not

# as pofitive facts, but to teach fome moral or fpiritual

<6
duty, and to inculcate what is ufeful and good." A"4

he compares them to Pilpay and jEfop's Fables, to Ho-

mer's two poems, and to Jotham's parable. I (hall there-

fore give 'the outlines of Jerome's life of Paul, that the

unlearned reader may be better able to calculate the quan-

tity of good and ufeful inftru&ion contained in it.

"
Antony thought himfelfthe mpft perfect monk iq

ce the world, till he was told in a vifion, that there was
" one 'much more perfect than he, and that he muft fet

c? out on a vifit to the prince of anchorets. Antony
*c

departed on this errand, and in his journey through the

^5 defer* faw a centaur. Jerome modeftly doubts whe-
'* ther it was the natural produce of the foil, fruitful in

**
monfters, or whether the devil affumed this mape to

**'
fright the holy man. Some time after he faw a Satyr,

* With an horned forehead and goats feet, who prefented

*f him with fome dates as homages of peace, and confefled
" that he was one of the falfe deities, whom the deluded

GentUes
wormipped.

At laft Antony, quite weary
aftd exhaufted, found Paul, and, while they were dif-

^
courfing together, who mould appear on a fudden, but

*.* a raven with a loaf, which he laid down in their fight.

?' Every day, faid Paul to Antony^ I receive half a loaf,

"but

t<
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J But if Jerome had tolcLus, that his Greek

MSS. contained the three heavenly witnefles,

he would have told a notorious fallhood.-

iC but on your arrival Chrift has given his foldiers dou*
" ble provifion. He alfo told Antony, that he himfelf
** mould (hortly die ; he therefore defired to be buried in

* the fame cloak, that Antony received from Athanafius.

"
Antony fet out full fpeed to fetch the cloak, but Paul

4t was dead before his return. Here was a frefh diftrefs ;

<c
Antony could find no fpade or pickax to dig a grave.

4C But while he .was in this perplexity, two lions ap-
* fc

proached with fo piteous a roaring, that he perceived
"

they were lamenting the deceafed after their unpolimed
'*' famion. They then began to fcratch the earth with

*' their feet, till they had hollowed a place big enough to

*' contain a fingle body. After Antony had buried his

" friend's
ca^cafe

in this hole, the two lions came to him
** and by their figns and fawning afked his blefling, which
" he kindly gave them, and they departed in very good
" humour," ...

Something of the fame najure happened to St. Dapli-

nis, as we learn from thofe Ecclefiaftical Hiftorians who

inculcate what is ufeful and good. Theocritus, I. 71.

Two* x'ax. fyvpoto AEON EKAAY2E Qai/oflx, and Virgil, V. 27.

Daphni, tuum Paenos etiam iNGEMuissp tEONES '

Inttritum montefqitfferosfilvafque loquuittur.

All the inference that I wifh'to draw from this long

note, is that Mr. Travis has not read Jerome^ lives 6f

the Saints which he has fo manfully defended.

That
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That all the Greeks before his timeUli<J all

for many ages after it, fhould know nothing
of this text, or entirely negle&it; that all

the vlfible Greek MSS. which have furvived

to the prefent day, fhould omit it ; and yet

that Jerome found a clutter of Greek MSSi
all of which retained it, this, according to the

common courfe of things, is incredible, and

impoffible. What a ftrange revolution, a

Erafmus juftly obferves, that in Jerome's

time the Latin copies fhould be defective

and the Greek perfedl, when at prefent the

Latin have repaired their lofs, and the Greek

are become defective. You objec% that the

expreffion mjideles tranjlatores does not mean

the generality of tranflatorSi When an ex-

preffion of this kind is ufed without lirm

tation, an author who wifhes to be under-*

ftood, as the real Jerome would, wifh, muft

be underftood to mean it generally < If only

a few tranflators were guilty, why does he

not reftrain his meaning by fuch words,

zspaucis, quibufdam, &c. ? I agree with you,
that mjideles fignifies no more than. Inaccurate.

But if Jerome had attributed fuch anomiffion

to the interpreters, he would not/have difmif-

fed



them with fo gentle a reprimand,

fbfteft names that he could find for them,

would then be, mid-day devils, mad Jogs, blaf-*

phemous heretics, two-footed affes, &c. If he

thought it merely an error, I have fogood an

pinion of his critical abilities, as to believe

that he would have accufed the unjkllful

fcribes, and not the unfaithful tranjlators.

And if only a few of the Latin copies were

faulty, it was idle to fingle out this place as.

a fpecimen of the fuperior corredtnefs of his

own edition. In fad it is apparent that,

whenever this Prologue was written, moft of

the Latin copies wanted i John V; 7* and

that it was written for the exprefs purpofe

of providing a remedy for this defeft. I

fha-ll here take notice of a circumftance

which I forgot to mention in its place.
The

. Greek-Englim editor of the N. T. in- 1729

appealed to an ancient Corredforium, which

aflerts, that this verfe was wanting in

the old Latin MSS. Upon which Twells

fays,
" We call upon him to {new where,'*

&c. hitimating that the editor was a liar.

However it happens that fuch a Correftoriurn

did' exift, and was collated by Lucas Bru-

geniis.



genfis. He calf/ its author EpaiiorthoteSj;

and highly extols his diligence and fidelity-

And his note upon I John V.
7. is no bad

example of thofe qualities. Epanorthotes deejje

luce eadem Gratis Hbris et antiquis Latinis notaU

Who can deny that by the indefinite phrafe*

Grtecis libris^ muft be meant all the Greek

MSS? Since therefore in the time of Epa-

northotes, all the Greek and the
1

older Latin

MSS; omitted the three heavenly witneffes ;

fines by confequence his MSS. exactly agreed

with thofe which have been afterwards col-

lated by different editors, at different times

and places, this coincidence not only proves

his good faith and accuracy, but the fuperior

excellence of his Latin MSS. You tell us,

and with great truth, I believe, that all Je-

rome's MSS. are loft. But how happens it,

that they differed fo widely from all others \

Jerome's good fortune in getting a band of

thefe MSS. into his poffeffion, is exaftly

parallel with Stephens's in finding a large

number of the fame fort. What pity that

all the orthodox MSS. after being once col-

lated, fhould immediately withdraw them*

felves, and neither liften to the invitation of

their
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their friends nor the challenge of their ene-

mies ! .

' .... ..

Again, if Jerome had written this pro-

logue, the chief aim of which is to bring

into common ufe this Jlrongeft prQof of the

trinity) would he never have thought of in-

troducing it in his other works ? He is very

proud, in one of his epiftles, of having re-

Itored fervmg the Lord, Rom. XII. ii.inftead

oiferving the time* What a trifling occafipu

to praife himfelf was this compared to the

other ? Would he not have been in hafte to

tell Auguftine of this grand difcovery ? Au-

guftine, who looked with an evil eye upon

Jerome's new edition, could not fail of being

fully reconciled to it, when he .had learned

what an acceffion of ftrength it brought to the

catholic faith. Auguftine and Jerome cor-

reiponded upon biblical fubje&s infinitely

lefs important. You are not infeniible of

the force of - this argument, as appears from

the miferable fhifts to which you are reduced

in attempting to elude it. Firft " hehasin-

ferted the heavenly witnelTes in his verfion,'
r

-the. very point in debate. Secondly,
" he

has quoted them in two creeds," neither of

X which



which is written by Jerome, neither of

which can be proved to quote the heavenly

witnefles. But to let you into a fecret, none

of the prologues to -the feparate parts of the

N. T. are Jerome's. They are all rhapfo-

dies without method or meaning: without

Jerome's learning, ftyle or fpirit ; written

long after his time, fometimes adorned with

extra&s from his catalogue or epiftles . Beiir*

gelius quotes a prologue to the Acls, which

is manifeftly fpurious, and feems,. as he ob-

ferves, to be the handy work of the fame

author, who favoured us with the prologue

to the Catholic Epiftles. He has infcribed

it to two other friends of Jerome, to Dom-
nion and Rogatianus. For all thefe reafons,

I agree with Bengelius that this prologue is

a forgery, but I cannot think with him that

the author of it was acquainted with Greek

MSS. Indeed he feems to diftruft his own

opinion, for he adds, at the end of the para-,

graph, Qui Jirmos tefles ex Grteca antiqultate

producet, grattam ab ecclejia inibit.

^The good Eucherius is your next witnefs, in

whofe Formulae Sptritalis Intelligent^ Martin



C 37

(DhTert. p. 78.) found the difputed verfe

and brought it forward with great parade.

However, as we ought to reftore every man
his own, it is necefTary to obferve that Mill

had already produced the paflage, Proleg.

938. You too, Sir, in imitation of Martin,

are here extremely alert. You fay that

Emlyn ingenuqufly confefles his embarrafl-

ment. Whether you have acted ingenuoujty

Jet the public judge. Could a reader, who
reads your quotation from Emlyn, guefs that

he fpends two pages to mew that the paflage

is interpolated ? It would truly have been,

as you call it p. 40, 8 1
,
a poor refuge to qffeffi

a doubt) without giving any reafons. Em-

lyn's reafons are, i. That Eucherius in his

Queftiones V. et IV. 5T. explains the water,

the blood and the fpirit of the Father, Son

and Holy Ghoft. That in his Formulae

therefore he feems only to have quoted

the eighth verfe, becaufe it is not likely-

that Eucherius or any body elfe, feeing the

doctrine of the Trinity clearly revealed in

the feventh verfe, mould extract it from the

eighth by an unnatural interpretation. 2. That

tranfcribers and editors often correct the

X 2, citations



citations of their authors to the current

reading of their own time ; particularly that

the editor of Eucherius, J. Brafficanus con-

feifes that he took great pains in correcting

the faults, and that " he added what was
"

wanting." It is therefore probable that

this paffage is one of thole additions, which,

3.
is the more probable, becaufe the deiign of

Eucherius, as the very title of his work im-

ports, was to give hidden and myilical fenfe's

of fcripture. The eighth verfe was fuf-

fic4ent for this purpofe ; the feventh would

have been fuperfiuous.

Eucherius in his ^uefttqns^ after faying that

in i John V. 8. there feemsto be a reference

to the Gofpel XIX. 30. thus proceeds :

" Some therefore think that by the water

"
is meant baptifm ; by the blood, martyr-

dom; by the fpirit, the perfon hiinfelf

who paffes through martyrdom to the

Lord. Yet the majority here underftands

the Trinity itfelf by a myftical interpre-

tation, becaufe it bears witnefs to Chrift ;

by the water indicating the Father, for he

fays of himfelf, Jer. II. 13. 'they have

left
me the fountain ofJiving water ; by the;

" blood

44

Hi
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'" blood demonflrating Chrijft, and referring
"

to" his paffion ; by the Spirit manifeftiiig

*.'" the Holy Ghoft. Now thefe three thus

**' bear witnefs of Chrift. He himfelf fays
" in the Gofpel, VIII. 18. I bear witnefs
"

ofmyfelfi and the Father who J'ent me bears

witnefs of me. And again, XV. 26.

When the Comforter h come he /hall bear

witnefs of me. The Father therefore bears

*' witnefs when he fays, Matth. XVII. 5.
"

jThis is my beloved Son. The Son, when
" he fays, John X. 30. '/ and my Father are

* c one. The holy Spirit ; when it is faid of
**

him, Matth. III. 16. And he faw the

"
holy Spirit defcending^ &c."

i. From this laboured illuftration, and

the pains taken to fortify it, Eucherius plainly

(hews, that he himfelf is one of the many

(plures) who embraced the myftical inter-

pretation. Martin (who does not eafiiy mifs

any error; that lies in his way) infifts that

p&tr.es
means no more than feme or feveral

(plufieurs.) I wonder not that Ernlyn was

fick of difputing with fo wretched a fophifL

If piures might el fewhere admit of either

fenfe, here it can only mean a majority, be-
'

< X 3 caufe
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caufe it is oppofed to quidam, and fameft

added.

2. Lardner* rightly infers, that the author

who wrote this paflage, could not know any

thing of the heavenly witnefles. He there-

fore corrects the text of Eucherius in this

manner :
"

I. Hie numerus ad imit'atem

deitatis refertur, &c. II. ad duo teftamenta

divinas legis referuntur, &c. III. ad Trini-

tatem in Joannis epiftola, 5m funt qul tefti-

monlumdant, aqua,fanguiset-fpiritus.
** No, I

is referred to the unity of God, No. 2 to the
v r

two teftaments, No. 3 to the Trinity, in the

epiftle of John, 'There are three that bear re-

cord, the water, the blood and thefpint. I fhall

obferve, by the way, that Martin took the

fentence out of its connection, difcarded the

numeral, fupplied legimus inftead of referuntur,

and fo tranflated (in which you have fol-

lowed him) As to the Trinity, we read, &c.

When Emlyn obje&ed, that Eucherius

might only quote the eighth verfe as refer-

ring to the Trinity, Martin had the affurance

*
Credibility, Part II. Ch. 137. Vol. XI. p. ,170

'

I "4. or Vol. V. p. 226229.

(Exam*



66

CC

(Exam. c. 8.) to maintain that the word

*?rinitas does not here fignify the Trinity

in a theological fenfe, but {Imply the number

three. So that, according to him, the paflage

furnimes this rare fenfe,
'* A$ to the number

three, we read in St. John's Epiflle, There

are three, Scc.l" But he would have af-

ferted any thing, rather than relmquifh an.

argument or authority that he oiice ha$

dpoufed.

3. Whoever compares the Formula with

the Queftions, will find that Lardnep's emen-
^j j *

dation or fomething like it, muft be the true

reading, And . I do reaflert, that no writer

in his perfect mind could poflibly adopt this

allegorical ex-portion of the eighth verfe, if .

the feventh were extant in his copy. Even a

madman would have method
ii^

his madnefs.

For fenfe to exta/y was ne'er fb thralid, But it
J- *f;

'
/ '

i
'

' ' ?*'
referv'd fame quantity of choice, To Jerve in

fuch a difference. I appeal to any orthodox

reader, whether he would force an indirect

confeflion of his favourite dotrine, from one

text by torture, when he might have a clear,

full and voluntary evidence from its next

neighbour. The fuppofition is iftill more

X 4



ridiculous that Eucherius mould make this

quotation for no poffible -ufe.

Bengelius, though he had endeavoured to

work himfelf up to a belief (in which how-

ever he loon faultersj that .Auguftine's ex-

pontion of the' eighth verfe was confident"

with his knowledge of the feventh, Benge-

lius, I fay, clearly faw, that if Eucherius

wrote the allegory in the -^ueftions^ he could

not poffibly have the heavenly witnefjes in

his copy. He therefore devifed an ingenious

expedient to avoid the attacks of the enemy.
He fuppofed that the author of the Formula

is a different perfon from the author of the

>ueftions. But this expedient Lardner and^N^ J JL

Mr. Grieibach fpoil by telling us from Gen-

nadius, that Eucherius dedicated his Queftions'
. Xw J

and fome of his other works to his two fons.

And to heighten the diftrefs of the fcene,

thefe Queftions and Formulae are in facl: re-
. ^^ i/

fpeclively dedicated to thefe two fons, ^aloi-

nius and Veranius.

Mr. Grieibach adds, that Eucherius's firft

qutftion is,
" From what texts the Trinity

is proved?'* He anfwers,
"

Ffom;the be-

ginning of Qenefis, Let u$--make man, &c*

from



from Pfalm XXXVI. 2. By the word of the

Lord, &c. from Matth. XXVIII.
1,9. (the

form of baptifm); and from Rom. XL 36.

From him and by him," &c. But nota word

of the difputed verfe, which would^been ari

excellent corollary, and would have prefente^

us (as Kettner finely exprefTes it) with St.

Johns divinity in a nut-JIiell. Surely if Eu-

cherius knew of this verfe, and yet with

fuch fair, fuch provoking opportunities to

quote it, was ftill obftinately filen.t, he could

not be a fincere Trinitarian, but either be-?

trayed the facred depofit which the church

had entrufted in his hands, or inftead of be-

ing properly and rationally orthodox, he only

blundered round about orthodoxy.

Mr. Griefbach alfo obferves, that Flacius

has only inferted the earthly witneffes in his

edition of the Formula. You mention this

objection, p. 299. but prudently avoid anfwer-

i-ng it. , So confiderable an
.
omiflion could

neither be overlooked by Flacius nor his prin-

ters. He either publimed his edition froin

a MS. or, another edition. Here then is

reading againfl reading, which (hall we pre-

fer ?

'

By sAY the rules of criticifm, the read*

ing



ing which makes an author confident with

himfelf. If we follow Flacius, we agree

with Eucherius's quotation of fcripture in

another place unfufpe&ed of corruption or

interpolation. But if we follow Brain*canus,

we make Eucherius quote a text for which

he had no occafion ; a text which he has not

quoted where it was neceflary, or at leaffc

where it would have been fignally ufeful ; a

text, which, if Eucherius could be fuppofed

to know of it, would determine him to be

the dulleft of mortals, and paflionately fond

of nonfenfe and tautology.

Let us however review the words of Eu-

cherius. Tres funt qui teftimonium dant In

CtflO) Pateri Verlum et Spiritus Santfus, et ires

funt qui teftimanium dant in terra, fpiritus, aqua

et fanguis. How it ftrengthens the authority

of our prefent vulgate that this quotation

differs not from it in the fmalleft tittle !' In

the Queftlom there are forne odd various read-
>** j

ings. The eighth verfe, as there quoted,

differs from the Formula four times, i . In

turning the mafculines into neuters. 2. In

fubftituting perhibent for dant. 3. In ornit^

ting in terra. 4. Jn altering the order of the
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wiineffes. But what is more extraordinary

is, that Flacius's edition of the 'Formula

reads as all the editions of the Queftlons read,

and contains neither lefs nor more than thefe
i

"

words : Tria funt qu<z teftlmonlum perhlbent^.

aqua, fanguh et fpirhus. That this reading

is genuine, is plain upon infpe&ion, becaufe,

I. It is the ihorter. 2. It is the lefs ortho-

dox.* 3. It differs greatly from the com-

mon editions of the Latin veriion. 4. It

exactly agrees with EucheriusV citation of

the fame verfe in another pare of his works.

5. It tranfpofes the witneffes fo, that in the;

allegorical interpretation they may feveralljr

correfpond with the perfons of the Trinity

which they typify.

If any pains-taking critic wades through,
thefe letters, as I (hall be always /ready to

teflify my admiration of his patience, fo I

think he cannot refufe to pay me the fame

compliment, when he fees me thus labori-

pufly anfwering objections, which (as you

* By the orthodox I mean that opinion which, whether

true or falfe, prevails in the time and country of the tran-

fpribers or editors,

falfely



falfely fay of Mr. Grleibach's p. 300) are

brought forward without even the decency of ah

attempt to fapport them. But to clofe the

account of Eucherius. The true reading,

which Lardner almoft found out by con-

jecture, is that which I have quoted from

Flacius. If it will not fatisfy you, it will at

leaft fatisfy every body elfe, to know that

there are two early editions of Eucherius,

one printed at Bafil, 1530, the other at Paris

without any date of the year. Thefe edi-

ions fo" often .differ in their readings, that

they were certainly derived from feparate

MSS. But though they vary fo much in

other places, they here lovingly concur in

the morter reading above mentioned. So far

therefore (to ufe Mr. Griefbach's words) was

Eucherius from quoting i John V. 7. that

it is on the contrary rnoft clear and .evident

that this verfe never was in his copy,

We have now run over all the Latins

down to the middle of the fifth century,

without finding
- any exprefs quotation of

this unfortunate verfe, nor even any appear-

ance of it, except in Cyprian. But before

we come to the end of the fame century,

fueh
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fuch a proof is produced, as. muft for ever

(hike the heretics mute. For the, four hun-

dred Catholic Bimops that Hunneric fum-

moned to Carthage, to hear what they had

to fay in defence of the homoufian do&rine,

.quote the three heavenly witneiles, as a proof

of the Trinity clearer than day^ and .this with-

out expreffing any doubt on their own fide>

or meeting with any opppfition from their

adverfaries. Martin feems to think that

every one of thefe four hundred bifhopshad

a bible in his pocket, and the ufeful places

doubled down! I would gladly know by
what miracle four hundred copies of St.

John's epiftle unanimoufly confented in a

reading, that an hundred years before, ac-

cording to the complaint which you fup-

pofe Jerome to make, was omitted by the

unfaithfultranjlators? How Eucherius, as I

have juft now proved, was ignorant. of it

fifty years before ? How Facundus was

equally ignorant of it. fifty years after r
.
This

verfe has been gaining ground in the Latin

copies from the (ixth century to the eleventh ;

yet, I dare fay, if we mould now collect four

hundred Latin MSS. at a venture, we mould

find
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nd feveral of .them omitting the heavenly

witnefles ; perhaps a majerity of thofe that

are not later than the tenth century.

Or were thefe holy fathers fuch acute and

inquiiitive critics, that they would cite no-

thing from Scripture which was not in all

the MSS ? If any paiTage that fuited their

purpofe occurred in fome particular copies,

would they not defend it for genuine, though
the weight of external evidence was in the

oppofite fcale ? But not to multiply fuch

queries, we know, if we know any thing,

*hat an implicit faith of this kind-has been

the occafion of innumerable mistakes. Does

not Ambrofe defend a reading again/I the

heretics, merely becaufe it is orthodox, for

he owns that it is wanting in a vaft majority

of the copies ? In the fame manner, if the

Catholic bimops found in ever fo few of their

MSS. a text like i John V. 7, clearer than

the day for their doctrine, they would doubt-

lefs prefume it to be genuine. It would be

in vain to urge them with the great balance

of contrary tefti monies. Nikil eft audacms

illis Deprenfa : iram -atque animos a ermine fu-

tmtnt. They would argue, (falfely and ab-

furdly
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furclly indeed, but ftill they would argue)
*' i. That bmiflions of the verfe were neither

pofitive contradictions nor direct impeach*

ments ; only food for conjecture, and con-

jecture has no weight againfl pofitive facts

p, 346. 2. That the omiffion might eafily

happen here, by reafon of the fimilar be-

ginning and ending of the two verfes. 3. That

the fcope and Connection of the Apoftle's

reafoning required this infertion. 4. That the

Arians erafed it ;
; and that the Arians played

fuch pranks is clear from more than one

pofitive declaration of Ambrofe." I allow

that all thefe reafons are falfe and frivolous ;

it is enough for me, that they have fre-

quently been employed in defence of this

very paflage. The unanimous teftimony

therefore of the four hundred bifhops will

by no means prove that the verfe was then

in all the copies, fince, if it were in a very
few of them, an eager difputant would feize

it, and maintain it againfl all objections, by
fuch arguments as I have flated above.

%ui affiant, ipfi fibi fomnia fingunt. How

many divines at this day quote I John V.

7, not only without hinting any fcruple of

-
, their
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their own, but without deigning to inform

their readers that it has been called in quef-

tion by others. It would be a labour of

Hercules to enumerate all the inferior wri-

ters who have aded in this manner, and im-

pofed upon the fimplicity of the unlearned.

I mail content myfelf with referring to a

few, and they mall be all bimops. WAKEJ
Expofition of the Catechifm, p. 58. SECKER,

Lecture XIII. PEARSON on- the Greed, Art

VIII. p. 32?. BEVERIDGE, Private Thoughts,
Part I. p. 27. II. p. 40, 47. HtfT, Der

monftr. Evang. Prop. IX. Cap. 25, 82.

GASTRELL, Chriftian Inftitutes, p. 132. AT*

TERBURY, Vol. I. Serm. X. p. 266. Here

are two archbifnops and five bimops, who
have all applied the very verfe .in debate to

prove the Trinity, without mentioning any

argument againfl it; or producing any in its

behalf. Yet none of them could be ignorant

.of the fierce difputes to which it had given

rife. Some of them (Huet and Pearibn)

were profefled critics, and ought not to have

quoted it, without mewing their own rea-

fons, or confuting their adverfaries. Wake
'had in his poffeflion five Greek MSS. that

omitted
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omitted the verfe. Pearfori had defended the

vulgar reading of i Tim. III. 16. in the

fame book, where he has quoted the hea-

venly witnefles without any comment. An
unlearned reader could not help concluding

from this circumftance, that by defending

one controverted reading, he thereby declared

that none of his other quotations had ever

been controverted ; according to that logical

rule, of which you make fo judicious an ufe

p. 302. ExcepticPprobat regulam in non excep-

tis.
" But the four hundred bifhops dared

not to urge in difpute a paffage* that was ex-

tant only in a few copies, when they muft be

detected and expofed by the Arians." I have

partly anfwered this objection, and I add,

that an effectual anfwer to it may be found

in the conduct of the greater part of divines.

So many of the defenders of the Trinity

have employed this text in controverfy, that

they appear to have thought it lawful to quote

any paifage which feemed to them genuine,

without paying any attention to the objec-

tions of others. Thus Dr. Wallis in his

firft letter on the Trinity quotes our verfe as

a clear and decifive argument. It was not

Y till
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till his adverfary had difputed its authenticity,

that he condefeended to give- his reafqns (fuch

as they are) in its defence. ThusDr. Wellsj .* . - i - -
.

' . . . .

.in his apfwer tq Dr. Clarke adopted the verfe

without mentioning, a fyllable of its doubtful

character. Dr. Clarke replied that the yerfe

was fpurious. Dr. Wells rejoined, that tin

his judgment Grabe had fufficiently provecj

it tq be genuine in his notes on Bull's Nicene

Faith. Very lately, a Mr. Barnard has

written fome letters to Dr. Prieftly, in which
.

- - -
. V. *- ,.....-

he four times quotes this verfe, as one of his

principal arguments, though he ought to

have known that Di-, Prieftly had publicity

reje&ed it, long before the publication qf

Mr. Barnard's anfwer. A friend-, of
r
..

.

- 4
I

' ' ' '.'-' * -
' .f'.

fhe author of a Vindication of the

Liturgy of the Church of Eng!andr p. 33, 24.

qiiptes-,
A els XX. 2 8 .; I Tim . III. 1 6^. w}

ith-

out -hinting that the MSS. vary, or that the

comrnpn reading has ever been difputed.

In the former quotation he prints the words,

bis own. blood, in Italics. And if the author

of the Hints to the new AffoclaUqn^ whoLm; this

author confutes, had not expceflly

oiit i John y. 7. and decigred."

V

" ' " ' " " "'

he
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he would have quoted that too with the feme

modefty, for it- appears among his fcriptural

proofs of the Pfeudo-Athanafian Verity, p..

26. fn fhort, i't is idle, fraudulent, contrary

to reafon and to fad, to argue, that, becaufe-

a paiTage is quoted in controverfy, it is<

therefore genuine
>andextant in- all the copies.

^

If the perfoii deputed hy the Catholics t<>

draw up their Com'nton confefiiori' of fa'ith,-

bad foui^d this- paflage; iii a fingle MS. or

even quoted by any other writer, and upon/

the* ftrength of fuch authority adrnitted it:

into- his eolle<Sioti of fcriptural proofs, what-

would have- beei* the eventf ? They wouM-

not have flaid to for'm their judgment of theJ f-j

autrior from his compofition, out have ad-

jufted their opinion of the cofripofitioii fo-

their previous efteem for the~ author. If,

for inftanee, tfoe' venerable E-ugeciius was- t*he

compofer,- not a
1

-

bifhop prefdiit but would'

feave fubfcribed: hea^t and hand to any thing"

that came from his- pen. Like the 6rganifi
:

of tJtrecht,
* who fighed the articles of tHe

Coritr%remonftraiitsy without reading them,

JORTIN'S Six- Differtatidits, II. p. 106,

Y 2 and



and being prefled to read them at leaft once,

anfwered, It is needlefs.
1 know well enough

that you, Gentlemen, would not require me to do

an ill thing. I am fure, that if every indivi-

dual bilhop of the four hundred, after a

diligent perufal of this confeffion, could fubr,

fcribe fincerely to every part of it, that is to

fay, if he believed all the quotations apt, and

all the reafonings juft,
it would be an imper-

ceptible extenfion of his faith, to believe one

of the quotations genuine, though he had never

heard of it before. And if fome member of:

the aflembly for a moment, had given way.
to any untoward fufpicions, he would quickly

reprefs them with Benedick's argument*.;
1 jhould think this a gull, but that the white-

bearded fellow /peaks it ; knavery cannot furely

hide itfelf infuch reverence.

In the fourth century the controverfies about,

the. ^Trinity
were very warmly debated, and the >

orthodox haftily caught at every thing that

they apprehended favourable to their caufe, and:

oftentimes made ufe offuch texts to prove their

doffirine by, as were by no means properfor their

* Much Ado dbmt Nathing*

purpoft.
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pufpofe.
A man mujl be a great ftranger to their

writingsi who has >ot obferved this. 'Their, %eal

for afundamental dcftrmefrequently hurried them

on fofaft, that they did not duly weigh and con-

Jlder their arguments.

Thus.Dr. Bennet*. To the fame purpofe

Dr. Horfley f. In popular difcourfes and m
argument (the Fathers) were too apt tofaerifice

fomewhat of the accuracy of faff to
theplaujibi-

lity of their rhetoric ; or, which is much thefame

thing, they wei'e too ready to adopt, any notion,

which might ferve a prefent purpofe, without

nicely examining its folidity or its remote confe-:

quences.
From this frank confeffion of two^

able defenders of orthodoxy, I infer, that the

orthodox Chriftians of the fifth century (for

I fuppofe an hundred years had made no great

improvement or alteration) would have feized

any argument that might ferve their purpofe,

and that the compiler of their creed would

admit any fuppofed fcriptural quotation 3 with-

out examining the authorities on which it is

founded. . It is amufing to confider the-difr

* On the Common Prayer, Appendix, Np. IIL p.

t Traas, s p. 355.

Y 3 .
ferent



ferent confequences of the fame a&iori. ,In

defence of orthodoxy it is lawful to fet afide

the teftimony of the fathers. But let -any

doubts be hinted, in fuch a cafe as the pre-

fent, concerning their good faith or exa&nefs,

heretic and infidel are names too foft for the.

offender.

At vos frojugente vobh ignofchis, et qu<#

I'urpia cerdoni) Volefos Unitumque decebunt.

Were the Arians, upon reading this con-

feffion of the orthodox, fo utterly bereft of

all reflection, as to give up their eaufe in

defjpair?. They muft have been aware of

feveral of the texts which their acjverfaries

would produce. If this verfe was then re-

ceived for genuine, they would be aware of

that too, and provide fome anfwer, fufRcient

or infufficient. Would they be more dif-

treffed with it, than with John X, 30. 7 and

my "Father are one ? Some of the modern di^

vines declare that this verfe does not relate

to the confubftaiitiality of the perfon-s. You

yourfelf have not dared to affirm that it does.

Had th&n none of the.-four hundred bifhops

any objections to the ufe of fuch an -argu-

ment ?



itiehj* On the other hand, was there no

Arian that fo far retained his fenfes as to

combat the Catholic interpretation ? The

-utmoft inference that can be drawn from this

COnfdnlon is, that the three heavenly witneffes

were in the copies of the authors, or in

Eugenius's copy, if he were the author.

Nobody denies that they might poffibly creep

'into fome copies orthat time, particularly in

Africa, where Cyprian and Augufline were

conftantiy read. But to fuppofe that they

were in all the copies that all theie bimbps
had feen or pofleffed, becaufe they are in their

cbhfeiTion of faith, *s to aiTume two things

eqtialiy inconfiftent with reafon arid expe-

rience, that the MSS. of the N. T. never

varied in that age, and that no difputants of

any age quote" any paffages except fuch as are

extant in all the cqpies, and acknowiedged

by all parties.
" But Cyrila. and his confederate Arians

niade nc? obje&ion; to this, verfe." I cannot

find that they made any objection to any other

quotation or argument of the Catholics. I

define' to know, whether this treatife was fo

vigorous a. defence of orthodoxy, that none

Y V ,



of the heretics could fay a word in answer
to It. If they made any anfwer, Vi&orhas

given us a partial and fraudulent account of

the tranfaction. If they disputed at all, they

might then object to the genuinenefs of the

new-quoted verfe, as well as to any other

part of the .confeffion. If the difpute never

took place, the Catholics were in no danger

of detection, and might fafely quote wha|
they liked for fcripture.

If fuch a confeflion had been really pre*

fented and read ; if Cyrila and his accon>

plices had propofed their objections in detail 3

if amongft thefe objections there had been

a particular anfwer t this capital te^t, en-

deavouring to divert its. force, and explain it

away, but no fuggeftions. tending to. under-?

mine its authenticity ; if the Catholics had

then refumed the difpute, reinforced their

arguments with frem aid, and at laft fet their,

own caufe in ib fair and ftrong a light, that

none buj: the ignorant or obftinate could with-

iland its evidence; the cataftrophe of the

drama would haye been natural enough, nor

would it furprife us to fii^d that Cyrila at-

tempted to convert by force thoie whom he,

cou!4
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could not fubdue by argument. But Victor's

narration, which leaves us to fuppofe that

nothing at all was faid by the heretics, car-

jies in itfelf the plaineft marks of fiction.

" When the day appointed for difputatlon

came, the Catholics chofe ten of their num-
ber to anfwer for all. Cyrila was feated on

a fuperb throne. To this elevation the Ca-

tholics objected, and afked, Who mould be

the umpire and examiner ? The king's notary

anfwered, the Patriarch Cyrila. Let us know,
faid they, by what authority Cyrila takes that

name. Whereupon the adverfaries, railing a

tumult, began to calumniate. And becaufe

the orthodox defired that, if an examination

was not allowed, the prudent multitude-

at leaft might wait, all the fons of the Ca-

tholic church who were prefent are ordered

to be beaten with an hundred cudgels. Eu-

.genius exclaims againft this treatment, and

appeals to heaven. Then the orthodox turned

to Cyrila, and laid, Propofe your fentiments.

Cyrila faid, I know no Latin, The Catholic

biftiops anfwered, We know that you have

always Ipoken Latin ; you ought not to refufe

; efpeqally a,s yo^ {jav^ kindled this;

flame.
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flame. But he feeing that they were better

prepared for the conflict, declined an audience

with various pretences. Which they fbre^

feeing, had written a decent and fufficient

eonfeffion of their faith." [Here follows the

confeffion.]
*' When this our book was

read, they could not bear the light of truth

with their blind eyes, taking it very ill that

we called ourfelves Catholics. And imme*

diately they told lies to the king, that we

had raifed a tumult and avoided the confe-

rence." Then follows an edi'cl: of Hunneric

againft the Homoufians, which charges them

with endeavouring to delay the conference,

to excite the people to fedition, and to difturb

every thing with their clamours, that the

difpute might not take place.

I appeal to the reader, whether this ftory

be not improbable in all its circumftances:

Firft, when the Catholics find fault with

Cyrila for exalting himfelfto a kind of throne,

he orders them to be beaten with an hundred

cudgels. But upon- Eugerilus's uttering a

fhort ejaculation, we hear no more of the

cudgelling, and the difpute is refumed. They

Cyrila to begin. -He excufes. himfelf^

by
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by pleading-ignorance of Latin. They; give

him the lie, and tell him they can prove that

he has always fpoken Latin. This might
feem a fufficient provocation to Cyrila's fiery

temper to repeat his orders about the cudgel-

ling. But he only feeks for cavils and pre-

tences to decline the conflict. How hernuft

have itared, when they pulled out a confef-

fion of faith, which, with proper manage-

ment, would laft a modern divine three Sun-

days ! For I prefume he would have takn

fbme meafures to hinder it from being read^

if he had not been frupified by aitonifhmenr.

The Catholics read their confeffion audibly

and diftinctly ; when it is finimed, the here-

tics have not one word to fay for themfelveSj

good or bad ; they therefore duTolve the af-

fembly, and by telling lies to the king per-*

fuade him to perfecute the orthodox.

As far as I can judge by comparing Victor's

narrative with Hunneric's edict, the account

given in the edict is partly true. The Ca-

tholics were willing to put off the conference

and prolong their flay, in order to make con-

verts from the Arian doctrine. This Hun-

nerie confidered as a violation of the terms'
' .:.-.. .

upon



upon which he had granted them a fafe con-

dud. In confequence of this charge, the

Catholics were imprifoned, banilhed, doomed

to hard labour, tortured, and executed. I

make no obje&ion to thefe wholefome feveri-

ties on the fcore of cruelty. For if heretics

had been thus ferved, and Hunneric's faith

\vere pure, the regimen would have: been ex-*

ceedingly mild and proper. But being an

heretic himfelf, 1 cannot help thinking that

he carried matters a little too far. However,

it appears, from Victor's own ftory, from the

accufations of delay and tumult which each

party brought againft the other, that they

never came to a formal conference, and that

fuch a confeffion was neither read nor pre-

fented.

Again, if the confeffion had been prefented

to Cyrila, and attentively read by him, are

you fure that it then contained this quotation ?

Does an author, when he republifhes a work,

never "Blot out, correff, infert, . refine, Enlarge,

dlmlnijhi interline f Are the fpeeches published

for the genuine fpeeches of our fenators never

increafed or embellilhed in patting through

the prefs ? Did Cicero give every oration of

his
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his to the public exactly as he delivered it at

the bar or in the fenate ? When I can bring

myfelf to believe that Thucydides and Livy

copied the exact words of their heroes, then

will I believe that Victor has given the pre-

eife confeffion of faith that put Cyrila and

his impious crew into fuch confufion. But

you fay, p. 53, 1 13. that " Victor's narrative,

muft be circumfpect and accurate, becaufe

it was written in the face of exafperated ene-

mies, while Arianifm fat triumphant on the

throne." Victor's hiftory was not written till

three years after the perfeeution. Hunnericwas

long fince dead. His fucceflbr was not fo vio-

lent a perfecutor ; and, if he was, Victor was

now at Co.nftantinople, where he wrote, free

frpm all, fears of being either contradicted or

perfecuted. If no Arian anfwer to Victor's

narrative appeared, which it is impoffible to

tell, we muft confider that in all probability

his hiftory was long in travelling to theArian

diocefes. It was written at a great diftance

from the fcene of action, for the edification

of the faithful, not for the confutation of

heretics. In thofe days books were lefs eafily

. procured, and lefs generally readr than in our

. . /

%

time.
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time. They were feparately tranfcfibed, and

diffufed with infinite flownefs in comparifon
of the prefent rapid and.extenrlve circulation.

If I. were difpofed to make a romance, in

imitation of Viftor, I fhould lay, that when the

Ariaiis. came to this text of the three- heavenly

witnefles quoted in the confeffion, they de-

manded in what part of St. John's works they

were extant, and,, upon detecting the fraud,

broke off the conference. That this facrilege

of the Catholics was mentioned as a realbn for

increafmg the feverity of their punifhmenr.

But you may.afk me why I call Victor's'

hiitory a romance. It deferves that title for

the miracles which he has ftufFed into it, of

which I mall give an abridgement.
" The

Arians tormented fome Catholics w^o never-

theleis were always^ recovered by the next

dia-y, and. no traces of their wounds left.- A
virgin, was fattened to a pile of woed^ but

on a fuddien the wood> rotted and fell to pieces.

(So the keeper told Victor, and' confi-rmed 1

ifc

vyirh an oath.). Bimop Fauftus- likewife tblcf

Victor that he had feen a blind^woman recover

her
fight.. When Arbogaftes^s forehead was

bound with cords, he: broke them.' like cob-

webs
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we&s by looking up to heaven. *they thea

brought. ftronger, which he burft only, by

invoking the name of Chrift.
,

And though

he. hung upon one. foot, with his head down-'

wards, he feeme.d,to fleep on the fofteft bed*

When his. friend Felix buried him in a lonely

places recording 'to his requeft, upon digging

up the earth, he. found a farcophagua of the

fineft marble:, f%ch,as perbafs.no ting ever had*

Hunneric fent fbme of the confeflbrs to reap

in the, hot weather, at Utica. One of thera

himfelf, becaufe he had a withered

but when he came to the place, be-

hold a. miracle ! his hand was reflored to its

ftrengtb, and did him yeoman's fervice-

They who were banimed into defarts full of

fcorpions and venomous animals, which for-

merly deftroyed every paffenger, all efcapexi

alive and unhurt* Eugenius reftored a blind

man to. fight. . A matron rightly called Vic-.

toria> after her flioulders, were difloeated, and

ihe was: thought dead by the tormentors,

was fuddenly healed by a virgin, who flood

by her and touched her limbs. Antony find-*

ing Eugenius in a palfy, forced the fharpeft

vinegar 4own his mouth,, which; increafed

his
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.his 'difeafe, but Chrift reftored him to health*

Mr. Gibbon has related the miracle of the

confeffbrs whofpoke after their tongues were

cut out, fermones politosjine ulla offenpone iocuti.

He is fo copious in his relation, and fo anxious

in amaffing authorities for it, that it feems

almoft to perfuade him to be an Homoiifian.

I cannot think this fuch a ftupendous miracle

as fome would reprefent it, Did not St. Ro-

manus, after his tongue was cut out*, make

an elegant oration ? A cafe in point. Befides,

this miracle is lame and imperfect ; for fince

their right hands alfb were cut off, to make

the wonder complete, they ought to have ufed

their maimed arm as dextroufly as if an hand

and fingers ftill belonged to it, fermones polltos

Jine ulla ojfenflonefcribenies. I cannot recollect

any defender of i John V. 7. except Kettner,

who urges this miracle in behalf of the text
?

,

Even Martin, who defends moft things, is

half afliamed of it, and contents himfelf

with faying, that Victor's eafy belief of mi-

racles is no impeachment of his veracity in

quoting fcripture. But the two circumftances

* PRUDENTIUS, Perifteph. X. 928.

are
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are. here very intimately corihe&ed. If Vi&or

could relate aii improbable miracle for the

good of his cau'fej he might take a fcriptural

quotation that favoured his town, caufe, itpon

teftimony whieh he ought to have rejected*

and would have rejected on an indifferent

fubjecl:. This reflexion will be frrengthened

by coniidering that the eeclefiafrical writers

fervilely copy their predeceflbrs ; a ptacYice

which was then more excufable from caufes

already mentioned. But now that the art of

printing lias multiplied the means of know-*

ledge, and increafed the danger of detection.,

does nothing of this kind happen ? A fingle

example will fuffice. Feuardent, in a note

upon Irenscus's lilly tale about John arid Ce-

rinthus, informs tis j that as foon as St. John
had left the bath, it fell in and criimed Ce-

rinthus to death. For this eircumftainee he1

quotes Jerome againft the LuciferJans. Nat

a word to this purpofe in Jerome; Yet fix

authors, quoted by Bayle*, afiert the fame

and that with as confident an air, as if

*
Dl&iori-naire, atU riiat CERINTHIJS,

Z they
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they had good authority for the aiferttonv

Though a common book was quoted, a book

.written in a language familiar to every pre^

tender ta learning, none even of thofe who

.adopted the ftory from Feuardent thought it

worth while to verify his quotation. But,

in truth, it is much eafier and pleafanter to?

go on believing every thing that we hear 01-

read, than to undergo the labour of enquiry

or the pain pf fufpence.

Our next queftion is, Who- was the author

of this confeffion ? From Victor's account

we might guefs it to be the joint manufac-

ture of the four bifhops who are faid to have

prefented it. Gennadius gives Eugenius the-

whole honour of the compofition. Some

(moderns, I believe) call Victor himfelf the

author. Bengeltus afcribes it to VigiliusTap-

fenfis
(i.

e'. the author of the books de 7n-

nitate]. My own opinion is, that it was

written by that author (whoever he be), and

-publimed under the name of Eugenius. This

folution comprehends both Gennadius's afler^

tion and Bengelius's conjecl:ure. Vidlror find-

ing a book upon thd fubjecl: ready to his hand,

with the name of a venerable confeffor pre-

fixed.
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".fixed, would take it for genuine -without- far-

ther enquiry, and efteem it the principal

ornament of his hiftory* But if any perfon

thinks it more probable that Victor hirhfelf

wrote the creed, to Ihew that he was too lefs
;

able a divine than hiftorian, I mall not difp.ute

about fo fmall a matter.

The books contra Varimadum and de-frini-

iate have been commonly attributed to'Vigi*

lius Tapfenfis fince Chifflet's- edition. But

Vigilius, iii his difputation agatnft Arius^

iiever refers to the latter. And though he

produces a long quotation from his own book

agairirl Varimadus, not a fyliable of it can

now be found in the treatife that bears ths

falfe title of Idacius Clarus. Nor is there

any appearance that this treatife is mutilated.

In fhort, Vigiiius's claims to either of thefe

publications are only fupported by fome weak

"and gratuitous conjectures of Chifflet*. This

-was whati meant, when I gave you leave to

make two diftincl: authorities of thefe two

treatifes. But though this gracious permif*

*
Vigllli Tapfenfts Vindicias, p,^64 68.

: Z 2 fion
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{ion of mine feems at firfl fight to turn againfl

me- I had, I own, a malicious intention of
. ".--<#>' ..

employing it to my own advantage, Jerome,

fay the heretics, would have quoted i JohnV. 7.

in fome of his genuine works, if the prologue

were his-. No, anfwers Martin ; for Vigilius-,

who fo often ufes this verfe in his books de

^Trmhate and. contra Varimadum, never men-

tions it in the conference of Athanafius and

Arius, nor in his treatife againir, Eutyches,

m which it was fearce to be conceived he could

toflibly have omhtedtL (Ex'amen. eh* 4.) Butt *u j \. ' y

this obje6:ion foils, if we reply that the au-

thors of the Altercation the trea-tifes de 7r//-

tats and contra Varimadum, have nothing in

common, hut the affamption of a falfe title.

I will allow, if you in'fift upon it, that th$.

difputed verfe had by this time crept into a

few copies. Now, as the copies which con-

tain more text, and are more orthodox, gene-

rally are preferred to the reft, it was natural

that their readings fhould betaken forgenuine^

and produced againft the heretics. Some of

the ancient Greek writers, in explaining the

doxology, tack a new claufe to it : For thine

kingdom t and the power, and the
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THE FATHER, AND THE SON, AND THE

HOLY GHOST. This is the reading too of

an excellent MS. in the Vatican, Urb. 2. and

another at Vienna, Koll. 9. And I hope, at

die next revifion of our tranflation, this verfe

will be corrected fecundum orthodoxam fidemt.

For omiflions are no argument againft pofitive

teftimony ; and here we have the pofitive

teftimony of twice as many Greek MSS. as

retain our reading of i John III. 16. Let

us proceed to the author de^rinltate. He
five times quotes the verfe, if we may truft

fome of the editions. I fay, if we may truft

the editions ; becaufe the quotation at the end

of the firft bopk, and another in the fifth,

are neither in the old Paris nor Cologne edi-

tions. And whoever will carefully perufe the

context, will perceive, that in both places the

fenfe is much better connected, if we adopt

the fhorter reading, and the parts that were

before feparated clofe without leaving a fear.

The fame hand without doubt interpolated

both thepaffages, as appears from the phrafe

with which he introduces them. I. Jam
audijli Juperius JLvangdiftam Joannem m epijiola

fua tarn abfohtte tejlantem, Vt S/cut Joannes

Z q'
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E-vangel/fta m
epijlola fua tarn abfoliite iejtatitr\

In the tenth book too I am almoft afraid that

fome malicious hand has been tampering;
for^the words of the nrft book are exactly,

repeated, In Chrifto Jefie unumfunt, non tamen

units
eft, quia-non eft eorum una perfona. How-

ever, . I ihall not infill upon this point, but

allow both to be genuine, if you defire it,

I (hall only object, that the author has been

inaccurate (to ufe no harmer word), and by

fubflitutirig in Chrifto Jefu unum funt for tres

unum funt, has given reafonable caufe for

fufpicion. Perhaps, Sir, you may aik, why
I think the paffages above-mentioned ipurious f

Firfr, for the reafbn' already given, that in

fuch paflages additions are much more fre->.

quent than omiffions ; fecondly, becaufe the

following fubfcription. is added- at the end o

the .eip-hth- book in two MSS.- one of whichO '
'

I : have feen. / have transcribed thefe eight

books, . which contain many things added and

altered-. I Hiould think it ah. affront tq my
readers underflanding to fay another word

on the fiibjecl.

'

I did expect that Martin woul4 have ap^

plied another quotation from Vigilius to his

argu-
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argument. Quifaciendum decernunt (horninem)
TRES SUNT, PATER, ET FILIUS, ET SPIRITUS

SANCTUS ; SED. HI TRES UNUS EST. -

(Martin

tranflates, ihefe three are one, Exam. c. 4.)

I think this would make as good a figure as

many -of .your witneffes. I only mention it

to fhew how eafily men writing upon the

Trinity may drop expreffions, which a warm

Imagination might eafily miilake for a infe-

rence to the verfe of St. John.

I have already, Letter VI. p. 156. quoted

I John V. 8, 7.
as they are read in the trea-

iife.againft Varimadus, I. 5.. If a citation fo

manifeftly fraudulent can be of any fervice,

you are heartily welcome to it. For my
own part, I think it argument enough againft

a fufpefted text, that they who make moil

ufe of it cannot agree in the reading. How-

ever, being willing to vindicate this author,

.1 muft declare, that I believe this quotation

not to have come from his hand. Firft, I

obferve that the whole chapter confifls of

quotations to prove the unity of the Son

with the Father. This is the only quotation

that he brings from the epiltle, though he

brings eight from the gofpeL , And iince the

Z 4 objec-
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objection, which he profefles to anfwer, was
taken from the gofpel, he feems to have

made a point of confcience not to depart

from the gofpel in his anfwer, If it be pb-

je&ed, that he might quote this paffage as

an argument a fortiori^ I anfwer, that he

would then probably have ufed fuch a preface

as he ufes in his fecond chapter, entitled,

T)s imitate Pains et F/'/zY. Quoting Eph. IV. 3.

he ^thus introduces it : *? Et unitatem Patris

et Filii et Spiritus Sant.i demonflrans?*

Secondly, the fidft chapter of the firfl book

contains the pofitive proofs of the Trinity in

Unity. Theie proofs are twenty-two in num-

ber, among which are Matth, XXVIII. 19.

Rom. XI. 35. 2 Gor. XIII. 13. But of the
*

'

* ^

three heavenly witneffes a deep filence. Surer

ly, if he had forgotten them when he wrote

his flrfr. chapter, and afterwards recollected

them in the fifth, he would not have grudged

turning back a few pages, tp infert them in a

more proper place.

Thirdly, his laft bopk is a collection of

pafiages from fcripture, where the fame things

are predicated of all the perfons of the Trinity.

The toy- fifth chapter i entitled , D$ com-

tnunz.
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mum teftlfcaiione,
which he proves from Pfalm

XVIII. 8. i Tim. VI. 13. Rom. VIII, 16^ **$

But how much more pat would this verfe

have been, if he had known of it ? If <fuch

a verfe exifted, he muft have known of it,

for in this very book he quotes the fixth,

the tenth, the twelfth, anc} twentieth verfes

of the fame fifth /chapter,

I therefore make no doubt but that the

heavenly and earthly witnefles were infected

in this treatife by that religious foul who

forged the decretal epiftle of Hyginus*. This

forger has taken all the quotations preceding

i John V. 8, 7. (except one) from pur au*

thor, preferving the fame order, But iiv

return for the loan of fo many quotations,

he paid him with this text, which {hews his

fcrupulous honefty. The fame quotations

may alfo be found in the decretal epiftle of

Pope John f- But in Pope John the prefent

reading of the eighth and feventh verfes is

reftored. As I fliall be glad to make fome

* HARDUIN. Concil. tpni. I. p. 94. This Hyginuj
feems to have given Mr. Capell Loffi (Animadv. on Dr.

Knowles) much trouble.

f HARDUIN. Concil. torn. II. p. 1154.
amends
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to my author for having robbed him
of fo much text, and as nothing is fo* plea-

fan t to a critic as correcting a claffic, I mall

add, that inftead of Qui me v'idit, vidit et Pa-

trem,- ought to be read, on the authority of

Hyginus, >ui me vidit, vidit et Patrem\ et

herum, >ui me odit^ odit et Pairem. The
omiffion was caufed by the fimilar termina^

tlons;- \ fuppofe \ need make no apologies

to Pfeudo-Hyginus* Whoever would forge

a whole treatife, would hardly fttck at the

addition of a fingle fentence. Martin, in the

fimplicity of his heart, quotes Hyginus and

John for good authorities. I know, fays he,

that their epiftles are ipurious, but they prove

what was the reading of their times, I know

too that the authority of forgers can never

fupport a doubtful reading, unlefs it be their

interefi rather to reject than adopt it. How*

ever, I allow that they prove fuch a reading

to have exited in their times, that is, in the
\

eighth century. Nor ami quite fure that

the author of Pope John's epiftle did not

compofe the prologue attributed to Jerome,

I'perceive that you, Sir, have not appealed to

theie illuilrious witneffes^Hyginus and John,
If
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If this was the effecl: of defign, I commend

your prudence.

Of Fulgentius I have already fpoken in

part, If you object that, though he refers

to Cyprian in one place, which may feem to

hint that the {rate of MSS. made fuch a,

reference neceffary, in another paflage he

quotes I John V. 7.
without fufpicion, I an-

fwer, that this will not prove that Fulgentius

had better authority in one inftance than in

the other. I remember that Mr. Jones, in

^iisFullAnfwer to anEffay on Spirit',
Pref, p. xix

quotes i John V, 7. without fufpicion, and

from that and John X. 30. charges the au-

thor whom he is anfwering with blafphemy;

Should;we not think that for fuch a purpofe

none but certain and acknowledged texts

would be quoted ? Yet the fame gentleman,

in his Catholic Doffirme of the ^Trinity', ch. IIL

. 10. confefTes that there has been much-

difpute concerning this text, and adds his

own reafons for believing it genuine. The
fame anfwer will ferve for the other quota-

tions, if they belong to Fulgentius; if not,

the anonymous author would borrow them

o from
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j
from Fulgentius, the reigning polemic of the

Caffiodorus in the fixth century wrote his

Complexiones, a fort of abridgement of the

Acts, Epiflles, and Apocalypfe. Thefe Com-

plexiones were found by MafFei in the library

of Verona, and by him publimed at Florence

in T 721, and by Chandler at London in 1 722.

Chandler, Pref. p. ix. after obferving that the

contefted verfe was in fome Latin copies at

leafl of the fixth century, in the next page

grows diffident, and fays, that it is uncertain

whether Caffiodorus has given us the very

words of the aDoftle, or onlv his own inter"
.

.
j,

' ^

pretation. This fcepticifm provoked the gen^

tie MafFei to treat Chandler very roughly ia

his Ijlcna Dipkmatica 'and his Gpujcoli Ecckji-

aftici.
Let us therefore examine the words

of Cafiiodorus- i;i a literal tranflation. *.' Who-

foe-ver
believeth that Jefus is the Chrlft^ is born

of God, &c. He who believes Jefus to. be

God, is born of God the Father ; he without

doubt is faithful, and he who loves the Fa-r

ther, loves alfo the Chrift who is born of

him, Now we fo love him, when we keep
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his commandments, which to juft minds ar6

not heavy ; but they rather overcome the

World, when they believe in him who created

the world. To which thing witnefs on earth

three myfteries, the water, - the blood, and

the fpirit, which were fulfilled, we read, in

.the paffion of the Lord; .but in heaven the

'Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit ; AND
THESE THREE IS ONE GoD."

It is incumbent upoft them who are pofitive

that Cafiiodorus had the heavenly witnefles

in his copy, to tell us under what form they

appeared. This verfe has the misfortune to

be always changing mnpes. But it is- all one

to the defenders. So it be in the text, they

care not. I would gladly learn, however,

whether Caffiodorns found the eighth verfe

before the feventh ; whether he found the

earthly witnefles in the fame order that he/

has followed ; whether his copy had Filius

Jnftead of Verbwn ; whether .ires funt In ccek

inftead of tres funt qul teftimomum dant /". c. ;

whether it omitted the final claufe of the

eighth verfe ; and, laftly, whether its reading;

was, hi tres unumfunt, or hi tr$s u?ius.eft Dem.

:Be allured, gir, that thefe queflions muft re-

ceive
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ceive a fatisfaftory anfwer, before:Caffiodorus's" .

teftimony will avail you. Where fome of

the ancient MSS. totally omit a parTage, the

change of its fituation, and the variety of its

readings, in others, always render it fufpi-*

cious, and often demonftrate it to be fpuriotfs.

Martin himfelf was aware of this ; for in iiis

Verite, p. 62. having, occafion to mention

the author againft Varimadus, he quotes the

eighth verfe no farther than to the words in

terra, and fmothers the reft with an etctetera.

Qmnis qui credit quoni'am y^fus eft Chriflus^

&c. fays St. John. ui Deum Jefam credit
:

,

fays Caffiodorus. If from this interpretation

Deus had crept into the Latin copies, with

what pious wrath and obflinacy would it have

been defended ! We fhould be told of Caffio~

dorus's diligent fludy of the fcriptures ; his

tafle and nicety in chooiing the beft readings ;

his painful collation
"

of -Greek MSS. and I

know not what. Soon after, Caffiodorus adds,
"

quando in ilium credunt, qui condidit

tnundum." Where are the laft words ? Not

in our prefent copies, but in that accurate

collator's Greek MSS. Let us then read in
.

f
our prefent firfl verfe, Whofoever belieyeth that

Jefus
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is Go/, and in the fifth, Who .conquered

the world, but he who believeth in' him. who cre-

ated the world? A choice voucher/or a doubt-

ful text ! What you fay of Greek MSS.

amounts to nothing. Caffiodorus does no

play the critic in his Compkxiones, and con fe-

quently there was no- need of his Greek

learning. Or fuppofe that he fometimes fol-

lowed the Greek, if one clear proof can be

produced, that ever he followed the Latin in

opposition to the Greek, this plea is of no

weight. (See I Pet. III. 22.)

On a diligent examination of the Com-

plexiones,
I am perfuaded that Caffiodorus

found no more than thefe words in his copy,

fres funt qui tejllfcantur', aqua, et fanguis, et

fpirhus? et hi tres mum funt. That he gave

his own, or rather Eucherius's interpretation

of thefe words, and applied them to the Tri-

nity. W7

hy elfe fhould he ufe the emphatic
word myjleria, unlefs he intended to make

fome myftical application? Since he inter-

prets^/r//^ of the human breath, what myf-

tery, what hidden ferife, do thefe three words

. contain of themfelves ? - But let us fuppofe

that
;he underflood the pavTage in this manner :
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IS WITNESSED BY THREE THINGS OJ1

earth, THE WATER, BLOOD, AND SPIRIT.

'fhefe were vifibly fulfilled in the
pajjlon of our

Lord, but they are myjlerie-s 'which
fplrltually

reprefent the Father, Son, and Holy Ghofl^ In

heaven^ of whom it may be truly faid, THESE

THREE ARE ONE, that /j, one God. This rea-

foti will account for his keeping back the

claufe, hi tres unum funi, and confining it to

its nobler fenfe. This will alfo account for

his arranging the witheffes in the fame order

with Eucherius, fo that the water may an-*

fwer to the Father, ~the blood to the Son, and

the Spirit remain mjlatuquo* Nor is it ftrange

that Eucherius's works, and confequently this

interpretation, fhould vifit Ravenna in the

intermediate hundred and forty years that

paffed between the publication of the >utefti-

ones and Complexiones. But perhaps you will

like CafFiodorus's ownpofitwe teftimony better

than my preemption. -Well, Sir, I will pleafe

you if I can. Jn the tenth, chapter of his

Dfointf Leffiiones, the title of which is De
Modis Intelligent^^ he exprefsly fays that he

has collected Eucherius*s works. And iince

he collected them for the lakev of their expla-

nations
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nations of icripture, he would probably adopt

this allegory among other profitable remarks.-

Caffiodorus thus explains I John II. 13, 14.

I"write fo-yott, becaiifs ye have overcome the devil,
'

and have known God the Father and the Son -and

the Holy Ghoft. Gan we fuppofe that Caffic-

dprus would thus interpret the fingle word

God?. No, he found it in his-. Latin MSS.
,

and not only in 'his Latin, but his Greek;

,and his Greek cannot bejfuppofed- later -than

the a'poftolic. age. Let us therefore reftore,*

n the uneormpt.faith of Caffiodorus- and hi-s

Greek MSS. the true reading; FjD<pa

on- lyvuK&TB Qsov rvv KolBptz K/zi rov
t

vi&v

TO ciyiov irvzupcts There are feveral other

places in the N.= T.- where the true reading.

has been hitherto fhamefully negle&ed.

Matth. VI. 1
3.

has been already mentioned.

John.XViJL-32.- two MSS. in Wetftein's

lift have preferved- the true reading, That thg

word of God might be fulfilled, which hefpake9

,JT-gnifymg by what death hejhould die.,

John XlX. 40. the Alexandrian- MS. reads,-

ihe body of God, which is no lefs true and cer-

. tain, than the Mood of God, Ad-s XX, 28 v

A a-
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. 414 a MS, of New-college, Ox*

ford, rightly adds, that God is crucified, and

'die's-.

1 Cor. V. 7* Chrift God our pajfover wasfa-

crificed for us. So it ought to be read from

Hippolytus, a MS. collated by Mr. Matthaei,

and a MS* of Chryfoftome, and the Lateran

council, as I learn from Wetflein, on A&s
XX. 28.

j

2 ThefT. II. 1 6. a MS. collated by 2/acagni

preferves the true reading; Now our Lord and

God Jefus Chrift himfelf, &c From theie ex-

amples, I hope, it will appear, how falfely

that infamous villain Erafmus afferted that

Chrift is feldom called God in the N.T.
But we need go no farther than our own

fifth chapter of St. John, to mew how the
.

text has been mutilated. The genuine read-

ing of the twentieth verfe is this: And <we

'know that the Son of God is come [and was in-

carnatefor ourfake, andfuffered, and rofefrom
the dead+ 'and took us up], and hath-given 'us an

under/landing, &c. The words between brack-

ets (or ibmething like them) are quoted by

Hilary, by Fauflinus, and the author agairift

Varimadus. They are alfo in the Toledo MS.

collated
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collated by Rlanchinij and In three others

that I myfelf have feen. Another fhameful

mutilation of this chapter will occur pre-

fently.

From Cafliodorus we jump two centuries

to come to your next author, Ambrofe Auth- ,

pert, or Anlbert, or Autpert (as I find him

called in a MS.), who, in his Commentary
on the Apocalypfe, twice quotes the heavenly

witnefles. Nobody denies that Ibme Latin

copies had this verfe in the eighth century.

It is then that we fuppofe it to have crawled

into notice upon the ftrength of Pfeudo-Je-

rome's recommendation. Autpert alfo quotes

the tenth verfe with a confiderable various-***

reading; "And this is the witnefs of God
that he hath teftified of his Son, [whom he

hath fent a faviour upon earth*]." This

addition I mould not hefitate to reftore to the

text, unlefs thofe illufhious defenders of the

faith,

Etherius and Beatus, fupplied mewith fotne-

thing hetter,. For thus they quote a part of

* I am obliged to truft to memory.

A a 2 i John.
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i John V. Qula ires funt qul teflimon'mm dant

In terns, aqua^ fanguis, et cARO, et tn'a htfs

unum funt^ et ires funt qul teflimon'mm dant in

ccelo,, Pateri Ferbum^ et Splritus^ et htec trm

imum flint IN CHRISTO JESU. Si teftimomum

hominum accipimus, teftimonium Del majus ejl ;

et hoc eft teftimonium Det\ quod tejllftcatm eft $e

FJlio fuo, [quern mlfit fafoatorem -fuper terrain^,

et Films tejllmonlum perhibult interfcnpturas pro-

jiciens, et nos teftimonium perhibemus, quon'iam

videmtis eum et annunelamus vcbis, ut credatls...

. Et
ideo~\ qui credit, &c. What a dainty moit-

fel of Icripture had the heretics cut away,

becaufe, I fuppofe, it was meat too ftrong for

their fickly ftomachs.. Let it be immediately
reftored to the rank from which it has been

fo long and fo unjuftly degraded. Firft,

however, let us wa(h off a little dirt which

it has contracted during its difgrace, that it

may be lit to fee company* Inter fcnpturas

proficient is neither Latin nor fenfe. To the-

immortal honour of true criticifm, I retrieved

the genuine reading by conjedure, In terva

fcripturas'perficlem, which 1 afterwards found

confirmed by the Toledo MS, of the Vulgate,

of
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of which Blanchini has inferted a collation

in his Vindititf Veteris Vidgattf*.
" Walafrid Strabo" (rather Strabus),

" au-

thor of the Gloffa Qrdlnaria^ comments upon
this.verfe." Since we allow this verfe to

have been in fbme copies of .the eighth cen-

tury, we fupp.ofe it to he in more of the

ninth. .
Walafrid might therefore comment

upon it, efpecially as his fcruples, if he had

any, would be (ilenced or fatisfied by the

fictitious Prologue. You believe that. Wala-

frid confulted Greek MSS. and Greek MSS.

too 'as old as the fifth century, becaufe he

iays, that wherever the vulgar text of 'the

Old Teftament was faulty, the Hebrew MSS.

ought to be confulted ; wherever of the New,
the Greek. I could prove many -of the moft

illiterate peafants to be proficients in Greek

by the fame rule, for they would tell you,
that where the tranflation is wrong or ob-

fcure, the .originals ought to be examined,

But if this argument proves Walafrid to have

collated Greek MSS. to. the N.T. it proves

* Se both the quotations in Wet/lew^ toih. II. p. 725,
:

-

.

"

:

A a,; hiai
-
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him equally to have collated Hebrew MSS..

to the Old. Firft, therefore, fliew that Wa-
lafrid underftood Greek and Hebrew. Next

produce a competent number of examples,
where Walafrid compares the various readings

of the Latin, Greek, and Hebrew MSS. and

fits in judgement on their merits. You fay,

p. 324.
" Walafrid directs his readers, in all

cafes of difficulty, to refort to the Greek co-

pies, 'which implies that to be his conftarit

practice." Admirable! Theodore Beza wifhes

that editors would publifh all the various

readings of their MSS.* which implies that

he has fuppreffed none of his own. Mr.

Travis is very bitter againffc ibphiftry, unfair

quotation, fraud, and forgery, which implies

that he himfelf is perfectly free from all

fuch peccadilloes. Many thdufands of divines

once a week (or oftener) teach the doctrines

of religion and the duties of morality, which

implies their ftedfaft belief of the one, and

their conflant practice of the other.

Your inference from Walafrid's advice is

caught up by your friend above quoted,

* WETSTZIN, ProJeg. p. 148.

p. 322.
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p. 322. who fays* that Walafrld Siraba pro-

fejjes
to have confuted the moft ancient Greek

MSS. I only mention this to mew how rea-

dily men will affert the moft palpable falfe-

hoods, and how -a ftory gains ftrength by

travelling. Though you allow that both the

Syriac and Coptic veriions omit the difputed

verfe, this gentleman aflerts that it is want-

ing in none but the Coptic. Another direct

falfehood ; which either proves that he has

loft all fenfe of fhame, or that he has not

read your book with moderate attention.

The rabble of witneffes that you bring

after the tenth century, deferves no. attention.

If you could make them ten times as many,
their joint authority would be a broken reed,

on 'which if a man lean^ Itjhall go. into his hand,

and pierce it. I freely therefore give you Ro-r

dolph, Rupert, Bemard,Vi6torinus, Lombard,

Aquinas, Scotus, Lyranus, and as many more

as you can mufter,

From Durandus you infer that the three

heavenly witneffes were in the Ordo Romanus^

f Vindication of the
Liturgy, &c. p. 48.

A-a
'

This
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ThisQr</0 was compofed about the year 730,

Allowing therefore that it contained this verfe,

it would prove little. But Diirandusj by

quoting the verfe from the Ordo Romanus .of

his time, will not prove that it was extant

there from the fkft compilation. 'None of

the adverfaries deny (fo far as I know) that

it had been in quiet poffefiion of almoft all

the MSS. from the year 1000. The altera-

tions of the liturgy would keep pace with the

improvements made in the other copies, and

ibmetimes outrun them. Or, if they did

not, the heads of the church would perhaps

have lent an order to this effect* : Scribatur

in texiu Joannis E.pfftol<g
M decjl^ TRES SUNT

Oyi TESTIMONIUM, &G.

"The deference,'
?

fay you,
"

yielded to

the known learning and integrity of the La-

teran council, caufed its decrees, in matters

even of a fecular nature, to be received as

law, not only in England," &c. Though
this proves nothing in favour of the verfe, it

proyes two other points. That the clergy

exercifed dominion over the rights of

f: See Letter IX. r>,
229,



mankind, and that able tithe-lawyers often

make forry critics.' Which I dejirefomg certain

gentlemen- of my acquaintance to" lay up in their

hearts as 'a very feafonable innuendo.

To your lift of Latin witnefles you ought
to have added three more, which Maffei found

in the library of Verona. The firft is a dia-

logue-, not much differing from that which

is published in Athanafius's works; the ie-

eond, A thanarlus's commentary on the creed ;

the third, a book de divinis office's, which cou-

ples- Matth. XXVIII, 19. i John V. 7.
: In

the commentary on the creed, which Blan-

chini* pubiiihed, or in Blanchini's notes,

that pafiage, I doubt not, occurred, which

Wetilein has quoted, and Mr, Griebach pro-

feffes himfelf unable to find. That author

thus- quotes Matth. XXVIII. 19.

~

//*, -bapU-'

%ate genies, ungentes* eos, &c. Here we have

a fcrlptu'ral precept for the ufe of the chrifrn

in baptifm, which has now been for ages

negle&ed, to the utter perdition of many

* Ut oftendi in Enarratlone Pfeudo-dthanafiana in Sym-

bolum, quam Veronas edidi. Evangetiar, ^uadrupL Part I,

p. go.

;.. ibuls.



fouls. But of all writers that have quoted
the verfe in queftion, the writer of the Ser-

tnones Dormi Secure (V. near the end, de con-*

ceptlone 7kT^r/>) makes the morr, curious ap-

plication of it. Unde bene dicltur illud
j. Jo. v.

Tres fun.t qui teftimonium dant, fcillcet Fir-

gini Marine> quodfitJim ongmalL Et Daniel
iij.

Hii tres quail ex uno ore laudabant Deum ;

fcilket quod mairem fuam prtefervavit ab origi-

-nali. I hope you will enrich your next edi-

tion with thefe frefh teftimonies, which will;

make your work complete and confiftent;

P.o STSCRIPT.

I know that the right of Walafrid Strabus

to the Preface and the Gloffa Qrdlnarla is ex-

ceedingly queftionable ; but I have allowed

it, that the difpute might be cut fomewhat

Shorter.

LETTER
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LETTER XII

SIR,

JL H E Greek and Latin authors that cannot

lie perfuaded to quote the three heavenly

witnefles, are fo fairly enumerated by MiJl,

Emlyn, Wetftein, Newton, and others, that

I ihall do little more than repeat their lift,

and add fuch remarks as may feetn moil

neceffary.

GREEK AUTHORS.

Irenseus.
v

'

-

'

Clemens Alexandrines.

Dionyfius Alexandrinus, (or the writer

againft -Paul of Samofata under his

name.)
Athanafius,

The Synopfis of Scripture.

The Synod of Sardica.

Epiphanins.

Bafil.
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Baiil.

Alexander of Alexandria,

Gregory Nyffen,

Gregory Nazianzen, with his two com-

mentators, Elias Cretenfis and Nicetas.

Didymus de Spiritu fanto,

Chryfoflome.

An author under his name de fanffa. et

confubfiantiali Frmit&ft, .. ....

Cyril of Alexandria. . .

The Expofition of Faith in Juftin Mar

tyr's works.

Caefarius, . .

Proclus.

The Council of Nice, as it is reprefented

by Gelafius Cy-zicenus,

Hippolytus, T

Andreas.
"

.

Six catenae quoted by Simon. '.

The marginal fcholia of three MSS.

Heiychius.

John Damafcenus.

Germanus of Conilantinople,
'

Oecumenius.

Euthymius Zigabenus*

LATIH



' LATIN AUTHORS;

The author- de Baptifmo jS'seretiGoruiaa

. among Cyprian's works.

Novatian.

Hilary.
^

Lucifer Calaritanus,

Jerome.
-

.Auguftine.
:Ambrofe.

Fauftinus.
.

Leo Magnus.
The author de Promiffis<f

Facundus.

Junilius.
'

Cerealis.

Rufticus*

Bede.

Gregory.
Philaftrius,

Pafchafius.

Arnobius.junior,

Pope Eufebius.

This evidence, which might feem to a

common -imderffonding to form a ftrong ne-

gat;iye3 you waggifhly call a region of night

. and
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and nothing^ and to guide us through this

region with fafety and dilpatch you lay down

two rules, i . that fome of thefe writers might
have quoted the verfe in other works of theirs

now loft ; 2. that when any of them neglect

another paflage confefTedly genuine and equally

fit for their purpofe, their omiffion of this

verfe does not prove it to be fpurious or un-

known to them. But this accumulation of

poffibilities is ufelefs and fbphiiHcal. It is in-

deed poffible that a writer may forget or neg-

lect to urge one of his beft arguments ; but

that fo many authors, with fuch repeated op-

portunities, mould all agree in mutting their

eyes againft the light of this marvellous paf-

fage, is improbable, incredible, irnpoffible.

Let any unprejudiced man conceive this

verfe to be generally read and admitted for

genuine, and then let him corrceive, if he

can, that all the defenders of the Trinity

could preferve an obftinate filenCe, and never

appeal to it. But how will he bring himfelf

to conceive fuch an abfurdity, if he has been

at all converfant with modern divinity ? No
text has been fo often quoted, fince its efta-

blimment in our printed editions; none fb

readiljf
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teadily applied to the Trinity, of which it Is

almofl always declared to be a compleat and

formal proof. It is, in fhort, the very foul

of modern controverfy, iota in toto et tola In

qualibet parte.

But you fee clearly enough the infufficiency

of thefe two reafons, and therefore call to

your aid a third, that " fome of the Fathers'*

(who have not quoted the verfe),
"

perhaps

all of them, conceived the words of this verfe

to indicate an unity of confent only, and not

an unity of nature." To make this more

likely, you jocularly quote Calvin and Beza,

who explain in this manner -the claufe unum

funt. Dr. Horfley indeed fays (Tracts, p. 345.)

that many of the orthodox (to whom he adds

himfelf) are of the fame opinion. As far as

I can judge, thefe milder and pretended or-

thodox are fo few, that if the more zealous

Chriftians were divided into companies of

ten, and every one of their lukewarm bre-

thren waited upon a company, many, decads

'would go 'without a cupbearer. I (hall produce
a few of thefe teftimonies, as they lie before

me. MARTIN earneftly infifts, in the begin-

ning of his Verite, upon the great -irnporfance

'. : Qf



t. 368
.

]
'

of this paffage, and calls it, tl

pon thai we can. employ agalnjl the Arians*

"" Were there," fays ATTERBURY,
" no other

text for the proof of the doctrine of the holy

Trinity but that only where St. John

fpeaks of the three ivitnejfes in heaven^ it would

be fufficient to make that doctrine~an evident

part of fcripture; though in all the : other

palfages ufually produced for. it, it fhould be

allowed to be expreffed obfcurely." ALLEK,
Serm. I. p. 22. fays, with infinite candour,
"

Very probably (the Arians) forged other

MSS. and in them wilfully omitted this verie

of St. John, that fo they might in fome mea-

fure at lead invalidate and weaken the autho-

rity of a text, which was directly oppofite to

their falfe doctrines, and which it. was utterly

impqfllble
to evade the force of by any artifi-

cial and unnatural conftructions." SHAPE,

Serm. VIIL p. 50 :
" That he is one and the

fame God with the Father and the Son, is

declared by St. John in exprefs terms ; There

are three" &c. FELTON, Moyer's Lectures'

VII. p. 368 :
c< The doctrine cannot be ex-

preffed in fewer or clearer words/' BEVE-

KIDGE, Private Tlipughts, II. p. 40 : "/And

yet
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yet that all thefe three perfons were but one

God, St. John exprefsly aflerts, faying, &c.

which certainly are as plain and perfpicuqus

terms, as it is poffible to exprefs fo great a,

myftery in." If therefore we may judge
from the, analogy of modern times, the num*

her of thofe fqueamifh Fathers, who would

fcruple to employ this text, would be trifling,

compared with the bolder warriorswho would

draw it as the fharpeft arrow from their qui-

ver. But the mild interpretations of Calvin

and Beza prove nothing concerning the Fa-

thers. Modern exporttors, have deferted many
paflages which the ancients applied to the Tri-

nity. Calvin's example is the lefs to the pur-

pofe, becaufe he has been accufed by his bre-

thren of explaining away fome of the capital

texts. For inftance, 7 and my Father are one%

he explains of an unity of confent. But

what an holt of Fathers quote the fame verfe

without fear or fcruple againft the heretics,

to prove the deity of the Son ! Let us fup-

ppfe that a great number of our Greek MSS*
omitted John X. 30. and that fome of the

moft renownedy^orthodox, and voluminous^

Fathers never quoted it, who fees not the

JB b obvious
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obvious and natural conclufion, that the verfe

was unknown in their age ? It would be an

abfurd fancy to think, that they might have

quoted this verfe in other works ; that they

might omit it, becaufe they have omitted

others ; or that perhaps they conceived it not

to prove an unity of effence.

Befides, there was another reafon for Cal-

vin's and Beza's moderation. They knew

the precarious tenure by which this verfe

held its placej and it would have feemed in-

confident to lay any ftrefs upon the orthodox

inferences that might be drawn from a fuf-

pecled teftimony. You will forgive me, too,

if I hint, that fome of thofe, who afFet to

adopt Calvin's expofition, imitate ^Efop's fox,

and call the grapes four, becaufe they cannot

reach them.
s

But, Sir, if any of the Fathers thus ex-

plained away the confubftantiality of the hea-

venly witneffes, produce an example or two

from their works. Let us have no conjee*

tures. If you can find one ancient author,

Greek or Latin, who has thus betrayed the

citadel to his enemies, you will not only have

a.pofitive argument on your fide, but a plau-

fible
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fible objection to that ungracious negative.

But this, Sir, you cannot perform, I fear.

Tour Jerome -fays, that this verfe is the chief

jlrength of the Catholic faith. Why then

does not he inculcate it perpetually, in leafon

and out of feafon ? Authpert twice quotes it,

without any particular neceffity. Such fllence

then in the other Fathers is unaccountable.

If they had really .thought that the clauie tres

unumfunt meant only unity of confent, {till

the paflage muft have claimed their attention,

becaule it is one of the few where the three

divine peribns are cormumerated distinctly

and in order.

The greater part of mankind quotes fcrip-

ture more by found than fenie. They take

every detached fentence for a diftinct after-

lion or apopthegm, and apply it according to

its apparent meaning, after they have forcibly

torn it from its context* Though a temperate

critic might, from a diligent examination of

the Apoftle's argument, be induced to doubt

whether the one efferice of the Trinity was

here intended, how few of fuch critics were

in the primitive church, and how few are in

our own ! The bulk at leafl would lay vio-

- B b 2 lent
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lent hands upon the verfe, and cry it up 'for.

a decifive testimony. You fay, that " through

the vaft feries of one thousand four hundred

years, not a {ingle author, whether Patri-

paffian, Cerinthian, Ebionite, Artan, Mace-

donian,, or Sabellian, &c. has ever taxed the

various quotations of this verfe with inter-

polation or forgery.** You have read, I pre-

fume, a competent number of the works of

thefe' heretics. You have read fome which

were written exprefsly in anfwer to thofe

treatifes that employ the three heavenly wit-
'

neffes. If you have,. Sir, be fo good as to

inform us where they may be found. Surely,

Sir, you did not believe that this argument
was of any weight, even while you wrote it

down. I know only of one heretic, Abbot

Joachim, who has quoted the verfe ; and he

lived when by the unanimous confeffion of

all parties it had been long read in the Latin

verlion. Your reafoning therefore amounts

to this : Either the heretics publiflied anfwers

to the orthodox writers who quote i JohnV.

7. or they did not. If they publilhed no

anfwers, they certainly made no objection to

the authenticity of that vedek If 'they pub-

iiflied
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lifhed any anfwers, thofe anfwers
v

are now
loft ; and flill, asfar as we know, no objection

has been made to the verfe. What an excel-

lent judge Mr, Travis is of a negative argu-
' ment !

You perceive however, at laft, that the

^negative argument is of fome weight, and

therefore you fuppoie that the verfe-was/<zr-

tially loft
in fome part of the interval between

the years 101 and 3$ 4.. You had better cor-

recT: a little, and fuppoiev that it was entirely

omitted in St. John's autograph. This will

iblve all difficulties much better,. take my
word for it. I always thought that when a

great number of MSS. of an ancient author

omit any paflage, upon which the interme-

diate writers, who upon other occaiibns freely

quote that author's works, are quite filent ;

though the paflage be very fit for their fub-

ject ; though they quote other- paiTages much
kfs appofite; though they quote fo near it

that they could not help feeing it, if it were

^extant ; -though fometimes they quote the
^ ... . .

.words that precede, and the words that fol-

low.; even though they extract from the

next words with great labour and difficulty

Bb 3 the



[ 374 ]

the very fenfe which this paflage would fur-

mm at a much caller and cheaper rate; -I

always thought, .that, in fuch a cafe, the

plain reafon of thefe omiffions of the Fathers

was a total abfence of the pafiage from their

copies, and a total ignorance of its exiftence.

But, according to you, omiffions are no proof

againfl a verfe, where there is pofitive proof

for it. I aik, then, how much pofitive proof

is neceffary ? Is any text genuine, that may
be found in the Latin verfion, or in a few

Greek MSS. provided no actual charge of

forgery be brought againft it ? If this be

your opinion (as it feems to be), you need

not be afraid of being confuted, for nobody
will difpute with you. -. If our Greek MSS.

unanimoufly retained this verfe, while the

Fathers were filent upon it, this diffent might
leave us in an unpleafant ftate of doubt and

fufpence, But when the Fathers and Greek

MSS. fo exactly agree in rejecting a text, to

adopt any other reason than the obvious fact,

the ipurioufnefs of the paflage, is to fet afide

all evidence, for the fole end of maintaining

this judicious paradox, that the worfe Latin

copies have preferved the genuine reading.

You
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You make exceptions to.fbme of..the par-

ticular Fathers who have not quoted this

verfe. You fay, that neither Alexander of

Alexandria, nor Eufebius in his tracT: againft

the Sabellians, nor Gregory Nazianzen in his

treatife on the Divinity of Chr-ift, nor Epir

phanius againft Noetus, cites Matth. XXVIII.

19. But Alexander quotes John X. 30. to

which i John V. 7. would have heen an

admirable parallel. If by Eufebius's tra

againft the Sabellians you mean the three

books de Ecc/efia/ttca ^Theologia^ there is an

exprefs quotation of it in one, and a plain

reference to it in another of thofe books.

If Gregory Nazianzen does not quote the

form of baptifm in the oration that you have

named, he quotes it as a ftrong proof of the

Trinity in his forty-ninth oration, where he

alfo quotes John X. 30. Now, fince i John
V. 7. unites in itfelf the merits of both thofe

paffages, it is ftrange that Gregory mould

never think of quoting it, he who had in his

thirty-lixth oration mentioned the other three

witneffes, the fpirit, the water, and the blood*

If Epiphanius does not quote Matth'.XXVIII.

. againft Noetus, how often does he quote

B b 4 - it
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it elfewhere ! You 1

add, that the Synopfis

may with great probability be afcrihed to

Athahafius, and that it plainly refers to the

verfe iii queflion. I anfwer, i, that the Sy<-

nopfis is certainly fpurious ; and, 2, that it

contains not the flighted veftige of the yerfe,

but exprefsly quotes II. 23. to ihevy the unity

of the Father with the Son, This I have

proved at large, Letter IX. p. 209^213.
And now let any man confider with himfelf,

whether Athanafius, who frequently and re-?

peatedly cites Matth. XXVIII. 1 9. .John X,

30. and even the twentieth verfe of our fifth

chapter, could be fo blind or negligent as to

pafs over fuch an important text. This verfe

would have been very commodious to prove

the deity of the Son, the deity of the Holy
(jhoii, or the joint deity of the three perfons.

But neither Athanafius, norDidym.us, nor the

two Gregories, nor Bafil, nor Cyrilr though

they have all largely written upon thefe fub-

je&s, have paid any regard to the celeftial

teftirriony. The fecond perfon of the Trinity
is here more clearly called the Logos, than

even in the beginning of the gofpel. How
has it happened that no ancient writer what-

ever
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ever quotes the verfe for this title, though

they make feveral fantaftical applications of

texts that are nothing 'to the purpoie ? You
will hardly, Sir, I guefs, prefer the other

reading, Fitius, which is in a few Latin and

fome French MSS. in WicklifFe's tranflation ;

in a MS. of Victor, and in Bernard. For .if

you allow that Films .is the genuine reading,

Verlum muft have been a mofl impudent for*

gery, and the credit of the Latin copies, will

foe demolished at a blow. But taking Verbuin

for genuine, I can fee only one reafon (which
I leave Mr. Travis to find out) why this verfe

is never quoted to mew that Chrift is called

the Word.

What a difference in value between the

eighth and feventh verfes ! Yet the eighth.

IB often quoted, the feventh fcarcely ever.

How wonderful it is that the authors who

quote the eighth verfe mould never turn a

little out of their way, allured by the charms

of the feventh ! We have feen the Armenian

council three times quoting the feventh verfe,

not becaufe the fubject which they were treat-

ing required it, but merely in compliment to

its extraordinary beauty and merit. Jf any
of



[ 378 ]
-

a

of the authors now
, extant, who quote the

eighth verfe, had ever quoted the feventh, in

defence of the Trinity, they furely would

have repeated it, if it were,only for the fake

of old acquaintance.

Cyril quoting the .fixth,. eighth, and ninth

verfes, argues that, becaufe the Spirit is faid

to witnefs, and this witnefs is called the wit-

nefs of God, therefore the Spirit is God.

But infert the feventh verfe, and this argu-
ment is fpoiled. For the witnefs of God is

fufRciently marked out by the witnefs of the

Father, an heretic would anfwer, without

extending the word God either to the Word
or the Spirit.

But the ftrongeft proof that this verfe is

fpurious may be .drawn from the Epiftle of

Leo the Great to Flavianus upon the Incar-

nation. This epifile has been tranflated into

Greek, read in churches, fent round to the

Councils both in the Earl and Weft, defended

by feveral authors in fet treatjfes, and confe-

quently more generally known than moft of

the writings of the Fathers. In this epiflle

he quotes pait of the fifth chapter, from the

Fourth to the eighth verfe, and omits the

three



[ 379 1

three heavenly witneffes. John Mofchus in-

forms its, in his Spiritual Meadow*V that he

was told by Abbot Menas, who was told by
Abbot Eulogius, who was told by Archdeacon

Gregoryj that the Roman church had a wriND J '

ten tradition, that Pope Leo, when he had

finimed his letter to Flavianus againft Eutyches
and Neftorius, laid it on the tomb of the

foreman of the Apoftles, Peter, and befought
him to correct it, wherever it was erroneous

or imperfect. After he had prayed, fafted,

and lain on the ground, a decent time (about

forty days ; for the Apoftle was fomewhat my,
like Milton's Eve-, Wfro 'would be wooed, and

not unfought be won). Peter appeared to him,

and faid,
"

I have read and corrected ;" upon
which Leo takes the letter from the tomb,

opens it, and finds that the Apoftle had been

as good as his word. Upon this authenticfaft
I mall make a few remarks. Peter could not

be ignorant of the exiftence of this verfe, if

it were genuine. We may reafonably flip-
'

pofe his faculties to be fo far improved in

heaven, that he remembered all the N. T,

j

* Cotekr. Ecclef. Grsec. Monum, torn, II. p. 416.

Or
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Or if by chance lie had forgotten this epiflle

of St. John, or this part -of it, the author was

-at hand to fet him right ; for it is
impojfible to

fuppofe that St. Peter would not in fitch an under-
'

<J J. J. J <S

taking conftantly confer <vyrth fuch a neighbour,

*wJthfach afriend, 'witbfuch^aman^ asSt.Jolm
3
*.

He muft therefore have forefeen what unto-

ward confequences the heretics would draw,

if the feventh verfe were omitted in Leo's

epiftle, and would have certainly replaced it,

if it were genuine. But by fuffering the

omiffion to pafs uncorredled, we may be fiire

that St. Peter thought the verfe ipurious, or

that it did not then xifr,. From this con--

clufion there is no efqapmg, but by a denial

of the facl:, and that would be to introduce

an univerfal Pyrrhonifm into hiftory.

The only Greek evidence, earlier than the

thirteenth century, that even feems to be in

your favour, is the dialogue publifhed with

Athanarais. That dialogue quotes and ap-

plies to the Trinity thefe words, And the three

are one. The Greek words literally agree with

* Mr. Travis ufes thefe words of Crifpin and Stephens,

p. 583 123.

the
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the reading of the eighth verfe in the French

King's MS. No. 60. Kal ol TQS%
'& **

And fince the marginal note upon that claufe

is in the MS. One God, one godhead, it need

not be doubted but. that the author of the

dialogue meant to give the fame interpretar

tion.

You quarrel with us for urging the nega-

tive teftitnony of Bede and Oecumehius,

while we reject Vigor's for being too late.

I will endeavour, Sir, to explain this matter.

An important and curious paffage of fcripture

ought to be quoted by a reafonable proportion

of the writers of every fucceeding age. But

if either through fraud or chance, a fpurious

fentence is inferted into fome copies of fcrip-

ture, though from the general propenfity o

tranfcribers the number of interpolated MSS*

may be daily increafed, yet feveral ages muft

elapfe before a general corruption can take

place. It has however at laft happened, in.

fome places, that
,
the .corrupted copies have

almoft fwallowed up the others. In this

cafe, if we can find that fuch a paifage was

unknown to .an author of the later ages, it is

fo far from being a prejudice againfl him,
. that
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that he lived fo late, that he is a ftronsero

teftimony againft the addition, becaiife he

fhews that fome uncorrupted copies remained,

even after the interpolation had been making
its way for fo many centuries. If therefore

Bede was ignorant of this verfe, lince Bede

was a good judge of the flate of Latin MSS.

in his time, it will follow that the Latin

copies of the eighth century generally omitted

it ; which is otherwife probable, becaufe rnoft

Latin MSS. of that and the ninth centuries

omit it. If Oecumenius and Euthymius

Xigabenus knew nothing of the verfe, it will

follow that the Greek MSS. of the eleventh

and twelfth centuries omitted it.

I am willing to fuppofe that Bede had no

Greek MSS. except to the AV.s. But. if he

had a Greek MS. of the Catholic Epiftles,

which wanted the three .heavenly witnefles,

he could not tell us of the omiffion of them,

unlefs he knew of their exigence in the Latin.

You therefore modeftly affume, that fince the

verfe was in Jerome's verfion, it muft have

been in Bede's copy. How often fhall we be

favoured with this piece of fophiftry ? This

paHage was in Jerome's veriion; therefore

Bede
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Bede knew of it. I fhould think, Sir, this

argument more agreeable to logic : The co-

pies of Jerome's verfion vary ; fome retain-

ing, fome omitting the paffage ; Bede makes

no mention of it ; therefore Bede ufed a copy
that omitted the paffage; Next you tell us,

:

from Martin, that Bede muft have known of

this text from Cyprian, Fulgentius, and the

confeffioii in Victor; all of whom he has

quoted. With reipect to Cyprian, he might
not know to what place of fcripture Cyprian

referred; or he might think with Facundus

that Cyprian interpreted the eighth verfe.

With refpet to Victor and Fulgentius, if he

knew nothing of the Verfe when he read

their works, he was not obliged to- record7 O i

for quotations of fcripture parlages which he

did not know to be in fcripture. If he

thought they were guilty of
x

a pious fraud,

was he blameable for not imitating them ?

This objection fuppofes that Bede took the

trouble to examine critically every text quoted

by Fulgentius and Vi&or. A pleafant tafk

you would impofe-uppn the poor man !

Why, Sir, when you took upon truft, from

Martin, your charges againft the Syriac and

Coptic
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Coptic verfions, you are confcious that yoii

did not examine a fingle reference. And yet

I apprehend this was a duty incumbent upon

you, though Bede was bound by no tie of

conference to hunt after the various quota-

tions produced by his authors.

But if any perfon will read through Bede'*

commentary upon the fifth chapter, he rnuft

fee, unlefs he be wilfully blind, that Bede

xvas totally ignorant of the feventh verfe*

He is fo minute and exab, that he has tran-

icribed the whole text, except two or three

words at the end of one verie, and even thofe

he inferts in his commentary. If after all

this you infift, that he might know of the

verfe, I can think of no proof that would

fettle the point, except an actual aflitrance of

Bede's innocence under his own hand. Per^

haps Bede ought to have ufed fuch language

as this: " N.B.. I have never heard of an

additional fet of witneffes, nor ever law therh

in any copy." Lett, it be added, that Bede

was zealoufly orthodox, as appears from his

hymn on St. Edeldrida, H. E. IV. 20. Alma

JDeus friwtas, qulfecula cunfta gufarnas, Annue
-

jam
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}dm tceptis,
alma Deus ^Trimtas *. - And upon

this very chapter he breaks out, Pereat de

terra memorla eorum$ qui mm vel Deum vel

hominem effe verum denegant.

Newton had fufpedted that the words /#

terra were not written by Bede, becaufe he

fo particularly explains the reft of the verfe,

without taking any notice of them. Erafmus-

had already obferved that a MS* omitted thefe

words, though a much later hand had added

in the margin the three heavenly witneffes*

What pity that fuch a copy did not come into

the hands of the firft editor, that Bede might
have been a voucher for the verfe ! Emlyn
tells us, upon hearfay* that the MSS. of Bede

omitted in terra* Martin anfwered, that he

"had feen thofe words with his own eyes in a

MS at Utrecht. I fully believe this after-

tion ; for I myfelf have feen them in a MS*

at Oiford, but very modern, and of little

value. All the other ten that I collated omit

In terra^ without any rafure in the text or

note in. the margin. Several of them boaft

* Seealfo his Hymn de Quatuor Temppribus, Vol. I*

p. 481,

C c a deceut
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a decent antiquity, but the oldeft* carries' .jt.

own date, A. C. 818. I confefs my rudeneft

to you in clofely tracing your ileps fo ; often*

If in revenge for this rudenefs you wifh to

examine thefe MSS. and fee whether I have

hot lied for the good of my caufe (for you
well know, Sir, that no credit is due to po-

lemics), you will find two of the 'MSS. in

our public library, two in Bennet-college Ii4

brary,. three in the Mufeum, and four, in the

Bodleian.

In Facundus, it is true, the editions fix

times repeat m terra ; but thefe words are Ib

inconfiflent with the interpretation which

Facundus is labouring to eftablifh, that Ben-

gel ius fairly allows them to have been added

by tranfcribers. We ought alfo to confider

that Facundus has been publimed from a

iingle MS. The fame corruption I fufpet
to have crept into the treatife de duplici mar-

tyrio,
and the true reading to be : Commemorat

et Joannes Evangeltfta triplex tejllmonlum^ fpiri-

tus, aqute, etfanguinls. The fame author af-

* Mr. ASTLE has given a Specimen in his.Origm and

Progrefs ef Writing^ PI. XIX. Spec. 2. p. 106.

terwards
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'Jays \ .Quanquam m T&ES UN.UM

.uftus ENIM DEUS EST, qui per SPI-

A.QJTAM^ ET SANGUINEM, declarat ho~

mlnum generi virtutem et bonitatemfuam. How

eafily might . the. ieven.th verfe grow out of

fuch obfervations as thefe !

I. fhall now 'briefly examine the pleas that

have been fet up in defence of the verfe.

I. ** The Arians erafed it." We might ex-

fome fmail evidence of this accufation.

t cunning fellows thofe Arians were to

this teftimony, not only from their own

books, but from ..the books and memories of

the Catholics; You, Sir, I perceive, will

neither .poiitively condemn nor honourably

acqiuit thefe heretics* You tell us that So-

crates charges them with mutilating this very

epiftlei Does he exprefsly charge the Arians ?

Is. his charge general or particular ? He com-

plains, that they who wl/hed to feparate the di-

vinity
- and the humanity of Chrift had erafed

this fentence, I John IV. 3. Everyfpirit that

divides Jefus, h notfrom GW, "
which," fays

Socrates,
"

is in the old MSS." Firfr, I

cannot fee how this do6trine could give any

offence to thQ Arians. Secondly, if Socrates

C c 2 had
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had accufed them here, his filence upon fuch

a piece of fraud as the erafion of the three

witnefles, is a ftrong prefumptiori of their

innocence. Thirdly, I mould like to have

feen a few of thefe ancient MSS. For at pre-

fent every Greek MS. every verfion, except

the Vulgate, moft of the Greek Fathers

(all, according to Mr. Griefbach), and fome

though few of the Latins, agree in the com-

mon reading. Befides, there is a quaintnefs,

as Bengelius rightly obferves, which favours

more of an interpolator's genius, than an

apoftle's fimplicity. And a fcholium in one

of Mr.'-Matthsei's MSS. very naturally ac-

counts for the corruption.
"

It is the cha-

racier (of Antichrift) by falfe prophets and

fpirits TO DIVIDE JESUS, in not confejjing that

he is come in the flefh" However, if you
chufe to defend Socrates, you will have the

concurrence of that orthodox divine, Mr.

Gibbon, Vol. IV. p. 540, or VIII. 272. For

my own part, I think that his decifion is

very uncritical, and that the reading of the

Vulgate in this place has not above twenty
times as much authority as i John V. 7. But

be that as it will, Socrates does not accufe

the
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the Arians ; nor is his accufation founded, if

lie did accufe them ; nor, if the accufation

could be proved, would it help, but rather

hurt your argument.

The holy Fathers were very unfuccefsful

in fuch accufations. I have already taken

notice of Ambrofe's charge againil the Arians,

that they erafed Splrhus eft
Deus . from John

III. 6. What harm had this fentence done

the, Arians? It proves, fays Ambrofe, the

Deity of the Spirit. Gould not the Arians

.fuggeft, with fome colour of probability, that

the true construction was, God is a Spirit?

Or, if they cut it out here, why did the

blockheads leave it in she next chapter ?

They had however good fuccefs, for the fen-

tence was fcarcely to be found in any copies"

pf that age, as Ambrofe tells us, and, I dare

fay, with great truth. What dangerous im-

porters ! Dr. Horfley fays, that the orthodox

would have poorly ferved their purpofe by
, forging i John V. 7. I fay, in like manner^

that the orthodox would have poorly ferved

their purpofe . by forging Spmius eft Deus,
<

John. III. 6.. Yet I think that both places

been, corrupted by orthodox copies
The



They crept into fome MSS. by chance arid

negligence, hut, as foon as they were known
^

were eagerly quoted and fent on every eipe-

dition againft the heretics. .. .

Another example of this laudable zeal of

the Fathers againft heretics may be found in

Ambrofe. The heretics mifapplied the verfe

Mark XIII. 32. which feems to afcribe igno-

rance to the Son. Ambrofe boldly denies the

faft.
"

Firft," fays he,
" the ancient Greek

MSSi have not the claufe, that neither the Son.

knoweth', but no wonder, if they who have

adulterated the holy fcriptures, have alfb ful-

filled this paffage." A little after, hovyever,

confcious of the weaknefs of his aiTertion,

he adds ;
" But grant it written by the Evaii-

gelifts,'' and then proceeds to explain. An,

advocate for Ambrofe will in vain fuppofe

that he meant Matth.XXIV. 26. which will,
+s ' '

>

only reduce his hero from a falfehood to ani . -...-.. , -

{

equiyocation. The heretics wpuld care riQ-

thino; about Matthew, if the reading: in Markw < - "
. -,

:O - - -

-.4

were allowed to be genuine. J conclude

therefore that the charges of the Father^

againft the Arians Ihew much more valour^

and
Spirit

than prudence.
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2." This verfe might be loft by the fo-

mceoteleuion. The eye might jump from one

fiuglvftouvTe?
to the other, and confequently

the remaining part of the two verfes wbui4

be. For there are three that bear record on earthy

thefpirit, the water, and the blood, and the three

agree in one" To which fuppofition I an*

fwer,

Firft, that this argument ought to/be-ipa-

ringly ufed. If a marginal addition be taken

into the text by transcribers, it is likely to

have for its beginning or ending the fame

words that begin of end the adjacent fen-/

tence. Thus, Auguftine's explanation might
be turned into a marginal note, 'Trimtas

ipfa

eft, de qua reffe dtcitur, ^resfunt qul teftimsmum

dant, Spiritus, Id
eft,

Pater ; fanguis, id
eft, Fi-

lim ; et aqua, id
eft, Spin'tus fanffus ; et tres

iinumfunt. Such a note would foon be pruned

and polifhed into this form, Slcut tres funt qui

ieftimonlum.dant In ccelo, Pater, &c, which is

actually the reading of feveral MSS, now

extant, The critics generally reject the ap-*

-plication of the prophecy in Matth. XXVII>

35, It would be ridiculous in this inftance

to argue from limilar endings. The fame

C q 4
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rotten buttrefs is ufed by Grabe to prop the

ruinous reading, John III. 6. And trie fama

might be ufed to fupport Cyprian's addition,

i John II. 17. How eafy it would be to fay,

that the words, which were in Cyprian's

copy, and confequently in the Old Italic, and

cmfequenily in the Greek MSS. of the fecond

century, and confequently in St. John's auto-

graph, were fwallowed up by that voracious

monfter, the homceotekuton I %// aiitem facit

voluntatem Dei, manet m teiernum, QUOMODO ET

DEUS MANET IN STERNUM. If any man

writes glories and explanations in the margin
of a book, he will find that many of them

will begin like the following or end like the

foregoing fentence. This canon however

will do one good thing; it will make inter-

polation the eafierl matter, in. the world. A
forger has nothing to do but to take care that

the paiTage which he inferts, fhall have this

fingle requifite of a iimilar ending, .and he

will be provided with a fufHcient anfwer. to

all arguments drawn from the authority of

MSS, and of versions, and from -the iUen,ce

of intermediate writers*

Secondly
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Secondly, this argument from the homceo-

tekuton is utterly excluded by the malice of

fortune. For in the leap from one juo^ow-?

reg to another, the tranfcriber mult have left

untouched thofe puzzling words, lv rtf yip.

But thofe words are in no Greek MS. in no

verfion, in no Greek author that quotes the

eighth yerfe ; and almoft all the Latin M.SS.

and Fathers that omit the heavenly witneffes,

omit too all mention of the earth. I have

referred, Letter II. p. 26, 27. to Simon's

feemmg aflertion that a Greek .MS, retained

the words lv TV{I yy?, but I have there given

my reafons, why he is miftaken. Newton

had already hinted thq farne iufpicion ; and

I have fince feen a manufcript note of De

JVIifly's .in the margin of V/etfteiri's N, T.

Vol. II. p. 721, where he adopts, the fame

opinion, though h bad formerly reafbhed

uppn the contrary fuppofition as an undoubted

f&iSt9 Journ. Brit. XI. p. 7?. I npw dare

boldly affirm that thofe words were no more

in that MS, than in any other. For Abb

;Roger, in liis djffmation On i John V. 7.

p, 32. tranfcribes the eighth verfq from this

yery ]V[S, an^ omits tl^e wprcls ey TV yw*

Bedc,



[ 394; .]

Bede and :Facundus I have already cleared

from this fpurious addition, Newton alfb

fuppofes, what is not improbable, that the

Latin MSS. which omit the feventh verfe?

and retain in terra, were interpolated from

orthodox MSS, by confcientious critics, who

might not be fcriipulous about fo trifling an

mfertion, though they were afraid to add a

whole fentence. But fince the defenders of

the feventh verfe may in this cafe urge, with

fome plaulibility, ^.Qhomosoteleuton^ lam con--

tent, as I have faid, Letter VI. p. 152. that

all fuch Latin MSS. be neutral.

Bengelius wimes to tranfpofe the feventh

and eighth verfes. I believe that this was

jnore frequently the polition of the verfes,

when the heavenly witnefles firft obtained

admittance. But as much as this hypothefis

gains in one view, it lofes in the other. The

allegorical interpretation will then fo naturally

follow the verfe which it explains, particu-

larly in the copies that announce the heavenly

Witnefles with a
Jicut-9 that the manner m

which the interpolation was made will be

obvious to any perfon acquainted with the

feiftory of MSS. Twells faw fomethirig of

this
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this cohfequence ; for he reafons againfl the

idea of an allegory or marginal glbfs upon
this ground, that the oldeft and beft MSSv

prefix the feventh yerfe ; but, fays he, if the

feventh yerfe were a glofs engendered by the

Sighth, the feventh would follow the eighth.

The-plain anfwer to this reafonihg is, that filch.

indeed was the arrangement of the two verfes;

when the interpolation began, but that it was

afterwards altered in compliment to the fupe-

rior dignity and excellence of the feventh.

I have declined the coniideration of theX)//c/-

flina Arcani^ nor fhall I refume it. It is a

dangerous hypothecs, which, if it were ad-

iriitted, inftead of flrengthening particular

pailages, would weaken the authority of the

whole N.T. With equal feafon Mill be-r

Jieves that the marginal notes produced bjr

Simon from Greek MSS. (the moft palpably

gloffes that can be conceived), are not irir

tended for interpretations of the eighth yerfe,

but are really the .mangled limbs of the

leventh. But while theie learned men urge
fuch frivolous arguments, they fhew more

plainly than by a direcT: Corifeffion, how fe-

verely tjiey feel' the v^aht of evidehce. Spi*"
9f

- V c ! ' i ..-.-..-
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feverely, that Bengelius at lafl legs leave to

pope, that in due time, if not St. John's, own

Autograph, yet feme very ancient Greek MSS,

containing the verfe, tnay be found hidden in the

Jhelves of divine Providence. To which pious

hope Wetftein anfwers in the words of Ci-

cero : Hie tu tabulas dejideras HeracHenflum

publicas? quas Italico bello, incenfb tabulario, in-

terijje fcimus omnes. Eft ridkulum ad ea qu&
habemus, nihil dicere \ qu<zrere qute hakere npn

pojjumus.

3.
" But the teriour of the context rer

quires us to keep the verfe." The oppofers

of the verfe fay, on the contrary, that its

infertion confufes the whole fenfe, breaks the

connexion, and makes the moft intricate and

ambiguous fentence that ever was feen. For

my own part, I thought Newton's expofition

of the fhorter reading probable and confident

enough, till I was told by Dr.Horfley, Tra6rs,

p. 346. that "
it was a model of that fort of

paraphrafe by which any given fenfe may be

affixed to any given words." I fufpecled, I

confefs, at firft, that having before him both

.your expofition and Newton's, he might have

confounded them in Jus rjiin,d, and^ given, to

Newton's
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Newton's the character which was due to

yours. But this opinion I foon abandoned;,

I wiih therefore that Dr. Horfley had favoured

us with his own paraphrafe, and-(hewn the

truth of his affertion,
" that the omiffioii of

the feventh v'erfe breaks the connection and

heightens the obfcurity of the apoftle's dif-

courfe." Certainly the mention of the water

blood, and Spirit, in the fixth. verfe* is with

great propriety followed by the repetition of

the fame terms in the genuine text ; which

repetition is rendered emphatic by the exalta-

tion of the Spirit, water, and blood, into three

witneffes. If the Spirit that witneffes in the

fixth verfe be the holy Spirit, which I think

cannot be doubted,
" becaufe the Spirit is

truth," why is the epithet, after being twice

omitted, added in the feventh verfe, to mark

a distinction without a difference ? If the

word "holy," which is omitted in fome few

MSS. be fpurious, why is the human fpirit,

without any mark or circumflance to diitin-

guiih it, repeated in the fame breath ? But

if the Spirit in the eighth verfe be the holy

.Spirit, what is the fenfe of the fame Spirit

witneffing both in heaven and on earth ? It

will
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will be to no purpofe to invert the "order of

the words, and fay, 'there are three in heaven,

and There are three on earth, for flill the Spirit

is both in heaven' and earth; You tell us

that, without the feventh verfe, the. expref-

fion, Witnefs of Goo
7

, in the ninth * has no due

antecedent. This, Sir^ is a rniftakei The'

witnefs of the Spirit in the fixth and .eighth.

verfes is a proper antecedent* The Spirit

may be taken in two fenfes. The orthodox*

who underftand the Spirit perfonally* cannot

deny that the witnefs of the Spirit is the

witnefs of God ; nor will either the orthodox

or heretics deny, that the miraculous gifts of

the Spiritj which attefted the divine jniffion

of JeftiSj were truly the witnefs of God*
which he witnerTed of his Son; I have dili^

gently perufed all the orthodox expofitions

that have fallen in my way, but without ever

having the good luck to underfland theirs

I remember one very ingenious gentleman,

who, in two letters to Dr. Bentley, offers to

prove that the feventh verfe is efTential o

the context, and only aflbmes two felf-evi-

dent proportions : i. that the Spirit fignifi.es

the mediatorial office ; and, 2. that the water

is
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is the Shechinah. But I have dwelt longer

than I intended upon this fubjeclr. Where
there is no external evidence, internal evi-

dence can never be pleaded for the neceflity

of fo large and fo important an addition* . I

fhall therefore haflen to difmifs the fubjecl:

by a brief recapitulation of the inferences

which may fairly be deduced from the fafcs

, difperfed through the foregoing Letters.

The only genuine words of I John V. 7, 8.

are thefe : "OTI T^g slew ol
paj]v(*ovvl$,

TO TTVW-

fJL<Z9
KCci TO V$k)0 KOil TO

OtifMX,
KOU ol TOSif el$ TO 9

sittiv. This is the reading of all the Greek

,MSS. above an hundred and ten ; of near

thirty of the oldeft Latin, of the two Syriac

verfions, of the Coptic, Arabic, ^thiopic,
and Slavonic. But Tertullian, in imitation

of the phrafe, / and my Father are one*, had

faid of the three perfons of the Trinity,

Which three are onet Cyprian was raided by-

* An antagonift of Beza's .told him, that inftead of

endeavouring to wreft fo ftubborn a text as, This is my
. lodyy by vain explanations, he would do better to amend

it at once, and read, This is not my body. The Jefuit

Garafle (fee Bayk, au mot Beze) foon after aflerted, iri

LT, that Beza had a&ually propofed this reading.

this
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this palTage of his mafter. Taking it fof

an alluiion to fcripture, he wifely inferred

that it was an application of i John V. 8.

and, as he had no doubt of Tertullian's in-*

fallibility, he adopted the fame application*

and faid boldly, Of the Father , Son, and Holy

Ghoft, h is written, And the three are one.

That Cyprian in this place interprets the

eighth, verfe, we are told by Facundus, whoy

by appealing to this very place of Cyprian
to prove that the Spirit, water, and blood3

are meant of the Trinity, fhews that he knew

of no fuch text, and that in his opinion Cy-

prian knew of no fuch text, as the three hea-

venly witneffes. Ftilgentius indeed quotes

Cyprian's authority. for the modern reading,

but from the manner of his appeal it appears

that he could not quote the verfe upon the

faith of copies of his own age, and therefore

relied upon the faith, as he fuppofed, of

Cyprian's copy. In the interval of more

than two centuries, when this interpretation

had been exprefsly maintained by Auguftine

and Eucherius, a marginal note of this fort

crept into a few copies; Sicut tres funt qui

teftimonium. dant m cxlo, Pater, &c. Such a

copy
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copy was ufed by the author of the confei-

fion which Victor has preferved. Such an-

other was ufed by the author of the books de

I'rmttate^ if indeed he was a different perfbn

from the other. He would mifs.no fair op-

portunity of producing Bis favourite text, of

which he perhaps was the fonder for having

newly found it. The verfe however feems

to have had very fmall fuccefs till the eighth

century, when the forger or forgers of the

decretals, and of the fpurious prologue to the

canonical epiftles, recommended it ~to public

notice. Yet ftill it remained a rude, un-

formed mafs, and was not completely licked

into fhape before the end of the tenth cen-

tury. In the twelfth and thirteenth centu-

ries it was- univerfally received for genuine,

and therefore cited without fufpicion in the

Acts of the Lateran Council. Thefe A&s
were tranflated into Greek about the year

1300, and from them Emanuel Calecas^ bor-

rowed his quotation, Jofe^h Bryennius, too,

in the fifteenth century, quotes the fame

verfe, but either from the Latin verflon, or

from his friend Thomas Aquinas. In the

thirteenth century, Haytho, King ofArmenia,

D d under-*
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undertook to make a new edition of the .Ar-

menian fcriptures, with the aid of Jerome's

prologues and the Latin verfion. Haytho
moil probably inferted this verfe in his edi-

tion upon the authority of his fuppofed Je-

rome ; but if Haytho, which is fcarcejy pof-

lible, neglected it, Ufcan, who improved Hay-
tho's edition from the Vulgate, could not fail

of fupplying the defeat. With equal accu-

racy and fidelity this verfe has been impofed

upon the modern Greeks in their printed

Apoftolos, -upon the Indian Chriflians by

Menezes, upon the Ruffians by their late

editors, and upon every other Chriftian na-

tion in their feveral tranflations, It has been-

honeftly inferted in feveral of the Syriac edi-

tions, and in the Greek and Ruflian confef-

fions of faith.

The reader, who recolleds, the fubftance

of my Letters, will eafily diftinguifli the pro-

babilities from the pofitive facts. But from

the facts flated in this hiftorical deduction.
-.

. > ' ^

it is evident, that if the text of the heavenly

wi^neiTes had been known from the begin-

ning of Chriftianity, the ancients would have

eagerly fei^ed ir, inferted it in their creeds,,.

. quoted



quoted it repeatedly agairift the heretics, and

fele&ed it for the brightell ornament of every

book that they wrote upon the iubject of the

Iri moi't, if this verfe be really genuine,

notwithstanding its abfehce frBrh all the vi-

fible Greek MBS, 'except two; one of which

aukwardly translates' the verfe from the La-

tin, and the other tranfcribes it frOm a printed

book ; notwhhftandmg its abfence from all

the verfions except the Vulgate ; and even

from many of the beft and oldeft MSS. of

the Vulgate ; notwithstanding the deep and

dead filence of all the Greek writers down to

the thirteenth and mofl of the Latins down

to the middle of the eighth century ; if, in

Ipite of all thefe obje&icins, it be {till genuine,

no part of fcripture whatfoever can be proved

either fptirious or genuine ; 'and Satan has

been permitted, for many centuries, miracu-,

Ibufly to banifh the fineit paffage in the N. T.

from the eyes and memories o'f alrnoft all the

Ohriftiaii authors, translators, and tranfcribers.

' At laft, Sir. I fee land. I have fo clearly
r J *

explairiexl my feritiments concerning the au-

thority of the difputed verfe, and the merits

D d 2 of
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of your book, in the progrefs of thefe Ler>

ters, that it will be needlefs to. add any things'

upon either of thofe topics. ...As. I was per-,

fuaded that Mr. Gibbon would never conde-

fcend to anfwer you, I have been bold enough
to trouble you with my objections to yout

fads and arguments. The proofs of the fpu-

rioufnefs of i John V. 7. that I have enume-

rated, are, in my opinion, more than fufficient

to convince any reafonable man. But what-

ever fuccefs I may have had in the maia

queftion, there is another point, which I have

proved to demonflration, that Mr. Travis is

radically ignorant of the. fubje& which he

has undertaken to illuftrate. You may there*

fore reply, Sir, or not, as fhall feenrgood to ;

you. 'If you think proper not to expofeyour-

felf again, which, to Ijpeak as a friend, I :

Ihould think your wifeft plan, I fliall attri-

bute your filence to a confcioufnefs of your
own weaknefs. You will call it contempts #

of your adverfary, and I cannot^eny the ie-
/ ..

: --

'

'
:

"

.
''''

' '

-. .' '^''y''-'
; :

taliation to be fair enough, confidering^with

how; fmall refpect I have treated an author,

who has vindicated the authenticity of'that', im^

pQfiant' pajfage (i John V. 7.) In a fupertor

. . way.
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